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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, June 23, 1994 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Reverend Dr. William A. Holmes, 

senior minister, Metropolitan Memo
rial United Methodist Church, Wash
ington, DC, offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty and loving God, Lord of all 
our houses, the personal ones in which 
we live our lives as families and to 
which we turn for shelter, rest, and 
comfort; Bless, we pray, our individual 
homes. 

Lord of public places, including this 
representative House of all the people: 
Bless, we pray, the deliberations of this 
body. May the business conducted here 
truly be the people's business, may the 
issues debated here truly be the peo
ple's issues, and may the floor of this 
House so resonate with the sounds of a 
commitment to the common good, that 
it can be said of all who occupied this 
House: "They served You through serv
ing others.'' 0 God of all our houses. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Maine [Mr. ANDREWS] will please come 
forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills and a concurrent res
olution of the House of the following 
titles: 

H.R. 3724. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located in Bridgeport, CT. 
as the "Brien McMahon Federal Building"; 

H.R. 4568. An act making supplemental ap
propriations for the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses; and 

H. Con. Res. 222. Authorizing the place
ment of a bust of Raoul Wallenberg in the 
Capitol. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with amendments, 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 2739. An act to amend the Airport and 
Airway Improvement Act of 1982 to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 
1996, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 

. the bill (H.R . . 2739) "An act to amend 
the Airport and Airway Improvement 
Act of 1982 to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1996, and 
for other purposes," requests a con
ference with the House on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and appoints Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. FORD, 
Mr. EXON, Mr. DANFORTH, and Mr. 
PRESSLER to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill and a joint 
resolution of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requeSted: 

S. 2099. An act to establish the Northern 
Great Plains Rural Development Commis
sion, and for other purposes; and 

S.J. Res. 202. Joint resolution commemo
rating June 22, 1994, as the 50th anniversary 
of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 
1944. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog

nize 10 Members on each side for !
minute requests. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE GULF OF 
MAINE ACT OF 1994 

(Mr. ANDREWS of Maine asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speak
er, today I am proud to introduce the 
Gulf of Maine Act of 1994, legislation 
that seeks to protect the future of this 
vital resource. 

The Gulf of Maine is in trouble. We 
can see it in the crises facing Maine 
fishermen and women, with dwindling 
groundfish stocks, the contamination 
of sensitive wetlands, and the threat to 
a way of life for millions who depend 
on the Gulf of Maine for recreation and 
economic opportunities. 

For too long our approach to saving 
this resource has been fragmented 
among various Federal agencies, 
States, provinces, businesses, and envi
ronmental and citizens groups who 
have a stake in its future. For too long 
the left hand of government has not 

known what the right hand is doing in 
dealing with the challenge before us. 

Groundfish stocks will not be re
stored by limiting access to fishing if 
pollution continues to contaminate 
coastal waters. The Gulf of Maine Act 
of 1994 will assure that this precious re
source is viewed as a whole, and that 
actions to protect it are taken as a 
whole. It focuses on four key areas
marine research, fisheries manage
ment, economic development, and envi
ronmental management. Action in 
these areas will be coordinated by the 
Gulf of Maine Council made up of rep
resentatives of each of the Gulf of 
Maine States and Canadian Provinces, 
with the involvement of a full range of 
groups and individuals and interests 
with a stake in the future of the Gulf 
of Maine. 

This legislation is the result of the 
vision and hard work of a number of 
concerned people. Chief among them is 
GEORGE MITCHELL, who will introduce 
this bill in the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, the Gulf of Maine has 
been a vi tal resource for millions and 
millions of people for generations. It is 
time to do what needs to be done to 
make sure it is a vital resource for fu
ture generations. 

THE MYTH OF SMALL BUSINESS 
SUPPORT FOR MANDATED 
HEALTH REFORM 
(Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Speak
er, whenever the issue of mandated 
health care and the concerns of small 
business are discussed, someone always 
claims that those businesses who cur
rently provide health insurance for 
their employees would support such a 
mandate to level the playing field. This 
is a fallacy. 

Small business owners are fiercely 
independent by nature. Those who cur
rently provide health insurance are 
able to determine the coverage they 
can offer and at what cost. A govern
ment mandate removes all future con
trol from the small business owner 
over the type of benefit he will offer to 
his employee, and how much he will 
pay. The Government will specify the 
terms and conditions of coverage. The 
Government will tell the entrepreneur 
that he must pay 80 percent of the pre
miums. The Government will create a 
huge new bureaucracy to collect the 
new payroll taxes and administer 
health care reform that is supposed to 
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STEALING AMERICAN JOBS 
reduce the cost of health care. If any
one listening right now thinks that 
getting the Government more involved 
in health care will save money, I would 
love to talk to you about some beach 
front property I own in Kansas. 

Small business owners know that the 
basic benefits package will continually 
expand, as interest groups appeal to 
Congress to add more and more serv
ices. They know that health care costs 
and paperwork burdens will increase in 
a big Federal bureaucracy. They know 
that mandated health care will cause 
some businesses to fold, and possibly 
millions of jobs to be lost. 

Small business owners, including 
those currently offering health care, 
still believe that the Government that 
governs best, governs least. Let us heed 
their wisdom and real world experi
ence-oppose employer mandates in 
health care reform. 

NO TIME FOR PARTISAN POLITICS 
ON HEALTH CARE REFORM LEG
ISLATION 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, ac
tions speak louder than words. 

On health care reform, Republicans 
sound like they want to be part of the 
solution, but their action&-loudly and 
clearly-make them part of the prob
lem. 

While the Democrats are working to 
fashion a health care bill that will con
trol costs and cover all Americans, the 
Republicans are trying to score politi
cal points by saying "no" to health 
care and "yes" to gridlock. 

According to the New York Times, 
House Republicans, at the urging of 
their deputy leader, are trying to keep 
health care legislation from reaching 
the House floor in a form that could 
pass. With the goal of creating a health 
care train wreck, Republicans have 
been urged to vote against amend
ments that they actually support. 

Unfortunately, instead of working for 
the best health care bill possible, many 
on the other side have placed politics 
over the best interest of the American 
people. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to put par
tisan politics aside and work honestly 
to deliver the health care reform that 
the American people want and deserve. 

WORLD CUP HEALTH CARE 
(Ms. PRYCE of Ohio asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
The United States beat Columbia in 
World Cup soccer yesterday. So, why 
can we not pass commonsense health 
care reform in this session of Congress? 

We, in the House, could learn a few 
things from our American soccer team. 

The Americans used teamwork to 
win. We need to drop the partisanship 
ana work together for commonsense 
health care reform. 

The Americans played tough defense, 
while moving forward on offense to 
score the two goals. We should be vigi
lant in defending our small businesses, 
and to protect the jobs of our workers 
as we move forward on health care re
form. 

Our soccer team, unlike the Colom
bians, did not shoot themselves in the 
foot by shooting into their own net. We 
should remember not to kill our small 
businesses by forcing a job-killing em
ployer mandate on our private sector. 

And most importantly, the American 
team never gave up in the face of long 
odds and limited expectations. I urge 
my colleagues to never give up in the 
effort to achieve commonsense health 
care reform. 

[Mr. MAZZOLI addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.] 

COMMONSENSE HEALTH REFORM 
(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
health care reform seems to be revolv
ing around the Democratic Party's Big 
Brother-like mentality of more govern
ment-run systems. Being a proponent 
of individual accountability, I am par
ticularly appalled by this reckless dis
regard for personal responsibility. 

Specifically, President Clinton's pro
posal forces small businessmen to abdi
cate their right to design an employee 
benefits package that meets their em
ployees' needs and makes good business 
sense. As a former small businessman, 
I find this very disturbing. 

So who would fill this role? A new 
crop of State and Federal bureaucrats, 
equaling yet another unfunded Federal 
mandate for the States, a nightmare 
for employees and a bigger tax bill for 
American taxpayers. 

These newly empowered State and 
Federal health care bureaucrats would 
be responsible for: Determining cor
porate and individual eligibility; set
ting subsidy amounts; formulating sub
sidy distribution; and even monitoring 
changes in eligibility status. 

Mr. Speaker, it is quite clear to me 
that employer mandates are unaccept
able. This explosive increase in State 
and Federal employees, and the lack of 
small business control over employee 
benefits design are not in the American 
public's best interest. 

Let us make sure that health care re
form today does not translate into big
ger government tomorrow. 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
Japan is teaching, teaching, and teach
ing, and Mexico is learning, learning, 
and learning. 

Tamsa, a Mexican pipemaker, is 
stealing the pipe business in America. 
American companies say that this 
Mexican pipemaker is selling pipe so 
low it looks like a loss leader at a fire 
sale. That is called dumping below pro
duction costs, killing American jobs. 

And what does Congress do? Congress 
sits here and rearranges the deck 
chairs on the biggest Titanic we have 
ever seen, called NAFT A. Free trade 
with Mexico? This isn't free trade; this 
is a joke. And the laugh all over the 
world, especially in Mexico, is on the 
United States Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of this tragic comedy. 

THE COST OF THE CLINTON 
HEALTH CARE PLAN TO SMALL 
BUSINESS 
(Mr. KIM asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to note some of the things that small 
business owners are saying to me about 
the Clinton health care plan: 

Mr. Chuck Keagle, who runs several 
small restaurants in my district, told 
me that "if the Clinton plan were en
acted as it stands now, my problems as 
a small business owner would go away 
because we simply would not survive." 

Barbara Price, owner of A-plus Mail
ing Systems, testified that "The plan 
is going to mean one of two things: we 
will be out of business, or we are going 
to severely reduce the number of em
ployees." 

These comments were not unique. In 
fact, I recently held a small business 
forum at which every small business 
owner told me that if the Clinton plan 
passes, they would have to either lay 
off employees or close entirely. 

When you listen to this kind of testi
mony, which comes from real people 
running real businesses, it becomes ex
tremely clear that the employer man
dates in the Clinton plan pose a life-or
death threat to small businesses. 

For this reason, I strongly urge my 
colleague to reject the Clinton admin
istration's attempt to place a costly 
new burden on this Nation's small busi
nesses, this ill-written employer man
date. 

DENY GUNS TO SPOUSE ABUSERS 
(Mr. TORRICELLI asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Speaker, 
while America focuses on the tragedy 
of family violence, all eyes are riveted 
on spousal abuse, there is something 
real and substantive that this Congress 
can do. Contained in the crime bill, in 
the Violence Against Women Act, is a 
provision that the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] and I have 
offered, to put a barrier to those who 
abuse their spouses in getting access to 
handguns. 

A history of spousal violence, a court 
order to stay away from a spouse that 
has been abused, that individual would 
be denied the ability to buy a handgun. 

America can mourn, we can debate 
the issue. But this Congress can do 
something real and lasting if the con
ference committee now considering the 
crime bill will take this commonsense 
approach that we have offered. 

COMMONSENSE HEALTH CARE 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
chairman of the Senate Finance Com
mittee predicted that if President Clin
ton wan ted it, the Congress could pass 
a health care reform bill that would 
make insurance available to everyone 
within 10 years. 

But it seems the administration does 
not want such reform. For the Presi
dent, it is his way or the highway. And 
that is too bad. 

The Clinton reform plan has many 
serious flaws. It has price controls 
which will diminish health care qual
ity. It has employer mandates which 
will kill jobs. And it greatly enhances 
the presence of the Government in the 
health care delivery system which 
makes most Americans very nervous. 

I urge the President to support com
monsense health care reform. If Con
gress can agree on a plan that would 
extend coverage to millions of Ameri
cans now unprotected and contain 
costs, that bill should be signed. 

Let us fix the problems that plague 
our current system, without resorting 
to job killing employer mandates or a 
huge Government bureaucracy. And let 
us do it now. 

GUNS SHOULD BE DENIED TO PEO
PLE WITH FAMILY VIOLENCE 
CONVICTIONS 
(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
join with the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. TORRICELLI] in pleading with 
the conferees on the crime bill to 
please keep in our provision vis-a-vis 

denying guns to people who have a 
long, long list of family violence con
victions. Many States do not call these 
criminal, and so therefore it does not 
fall under the Brady bill. But if we 
have not seen the deadly, deadly out
come of so many family disputes this 
week, we will never see it. 

We are asking Members of Congress 
to collect names of people who have 
been killed in family violence just in 
recent times in their area and start 
putting those in the RECORD. It is time 
this country finally brings this issue 
out into the sunshine and work to do 
something about it. We can in the 
crime bill, we must in the crime bill. 
And when we are seeing over 1,500 
women a year killed, it is time that 
this stopped. 

WHEN IS IT WARRANTED TO 
TREAT JUVENILES LIKE ADULTS 
(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to advise my colleagues about a case in 
Warwick, RI, where a convicted mur
derer is soon scheduled to be released 
from prison this coming October be
cause he will then be 21 years old. 

He was convicted of killing four fe
males, was sentenced as a juvenile, and 
therefore will be released because of 
the way the law is written. 

Upon his release from the juvenile 
detention center, his entire record will 
be expunged. Yes, you heard me cor
rectly. Craig Price will have no crimi
nal record at all . Not only does this 
add insult to injury, it makes a total 
mockery of our criminal justice sys
tem. 

I cannot begin to imagine how shat
tered the families of these victims 
must be, knowing this killer, who 
robbed them of their loved ones, is due 
to be released after serving only 4 
years for his crimes. 

What is even more galling is that it 
has been widely reported by the press 
that Craig Price has shown absolutely 
no remorse for these brutal crimes. 

It is imperative that the final crime 
bill that the House and Senate are cur
rently trying to reconcile should con
tain a provision authorizing the pros
ecution of armed, violent, juveniles as 
adults. 

An even more compelling reason to 
charge juveniles as adults is that the 
FBI is reporting a nearly fourfold in
crease in the murder arrest rate of peo
ple under 17 from 1965 to 1992. 

0 1020 
A CALL FOR BIPARTISAN SUP

PORT FOR HEALTH CARE RE
FORM 
(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, in the 
1930's, the chairman of the Republican 
National Party went on a national 
radio network and before the micro
phone he started jingling a set of metal 
dog tags. And he said, "Ladies and gen
tlemen of America, what you hear are 
the dog tags that every American will 
have to wear if we pass Social Secu
rity." 

He argued then that if Social Secu
rity were enacted, it would be a step 
toward socialism that would take away 
the personal freedoms of America. We 
do not hear that Social Security argu
ment today from either side of the 
aisle. But we do hear the same slogans 
about big brother and big government 
and socialism, when it comes to the 
health care reform to date. 

In the history of our country, there 
have been Members in this body who 
have risen above party discipline and 
above cynical slogans to respond to our 
national needs. In the weeks ahead, the 
Nation can only hope that some Repub
lican Members will defy their party's 
marching orders to sabotage health 
care reform and join in to find a truly 
bipartisan solution to our Nation's 
health care problem. 

The Republican National Committee 
is determined to defeat President Clin
ton's efforts to solve our health care 
crisis. But can anyone truly believe 
that the American people are more in
terested in political gridlock than in 
progress? American families across this 
Nation are looking for guaranteed pri
vate insurance coverage that can never 
be taken away. There has to be a bipar
tisan solution. We need Members on 
both sides to work together to make it 
happen. 

FOREST SERVICE TIMBER SALES 
PROGRAM IS VITAL TO U.S. 
ECONOMY 
(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I am asking 
Congress to continue at the present 
level the Forest Service timber sales 
program. We must remember that our 
actions have a tremendous impact not 
only on loggers, and people in the in
dustry, but also on every American. 

In 1995, the Nicolet National Forest 
may face a 25-percent reduction in 
board feet offered for sale. 

These reductions profoundly affect 
the economy of the entire United 
States. The price of lumber has more 
than doubled in just over a · year. The 
cost of the average home has been driv
en up an addi tiona! $4,000. 

The timber sales program is also 
vital to forest management. Thinning 
of our national forests is essential to 
pest control, to wildlife habitat, and to 
prevent forest wildfire. 
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The timber sales program is good for 

the economy and for forest manage
ment. I ask Congress to consider these 
facts in its deliberations, and I ask 
Congress to continue the timber sales 
program at its present level. 

SUPPORT URGED FOR THE 
REEMPLOYMENT ACT 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the Re
employment Act is all about building a 
reemployment system that meets the 
needs of workers and businesses in the 
1990's and beyond. The more than 2 mil
lion workers who will be dislocated 
this year and in the years to come need 
the assistance that this new system 
would bring. 

At the heart of the Reemployment 
Act is an effort to improve our current 
unemployment offices which all too 
often offer little in the way of employ
ment or services. The REA would put 
in their place one-stop career centers 
that would bring real help to workers 
struggling to find good jobs in a rap
idly changing economy. 

These career centers would offer im
mediate access to all of the programs 
available to workers looking for a new, 
or bettiD' job. Workers would be paired 
with career counselors who would work 
with them, guide them to the best pro
grams, and commit themselves to see
ing that workers succeed in finding 
that new and better job. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to pass theRe
employment Act this year and get one
stop centers up and running in each of 
our communities. We need to work to 
put on the President's desk legislation 
that would put in the hands of all 
workers the information and assistance 
they need to make the jobs connections 
in the 1990's and beyond. 

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM 
(Mr. ALLARD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to address a source of frustration 
to me and others who served on the 
Joint Committee on the Organization 
of Congress: The lack of commitment 
by the leadership to true congressional 
reform. 

I have here the only tangible product 
set forth by the committee, "A Guide 
to Training Programs for Congres
sional Staffers." 

Mr. Speaker, I ask, where is the full 
report of the committee? Has the last 
year of work come to this one pam
phlet? While the intentions may have 
been good, we cannot call this reform. 

The leadership has not kept their 
commitment. After an understanding 

with the leadership, we were led to be
lieve that they would act upon the rec
ommendations early in the year. Now, 
the session is almost over and where is 
the full report? Why is the leadership 
so reluctant to send it to the floor? 

It is time we take these reforms seri
ously. Not only does this institution 
need these reforms, the American peo
ple deserve them. They are tired of see
ing Congress elevate itself above every
one else in the country. 

This is not a partisan issue; Members 
on both sides of the aisle want congres
sional reform. I believe if we bring this 
matter to the floor, the Members in 
this body will respond. 

Again I ask the leadership, where is 
the commitment to reform we were all 
led to believe? Now is the time for con
gressional reform. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
(Mr. OLVER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, many poli
ticians present themselves as cham
pions of change when, in reality, they 
are best friends of the status quo. A fa
vorite trick for some of them is to 
sound like reformers while really play
ing politics as usual by preying upon 
people's fears. 

When Social Security was proposed 
over half a century ago, Republicans 
tried to scare the American people out 
of supporting it. When Medicare was 
proposed in the 1960's they did the 
same. Last year, when we passed Presi
dent Clinton's economic plan, the Re
publicans predicted doom and not a 
single Republican voted "yes." But one 
indicator after another shows an econ
omy on the rebound. Almost 21/2 mil
lion more jobs have been created since 
Bill Clinton became President than in 
the whole 4 years under President 
Bush. 

Now the Republicans are at it again, 
Mr. Speaker. They put politics above 
people when they try to scare people 
out of making change. They would 
rather win partisan advantage than 
pass a bill that gives all Americans 
health care that can never be taken 
away. Mr. Speaker, I hope we will not 
give in to the fearmongers. Let us give 
American families the peace of mind 
they deserve by providing health care 
that's always there. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
HOUSTON ROCKETS 

(Mr. FIELDS of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
am enormously proud to announce, for 
anyone who may have missed the news, 
that the Houston Rockets last night 
won their first ever NBA champion-

ship, defeating the New York Knicks in 
game seven of the basketball finals. 
This was a great season, a great series, 
and a great victory for the Houston 
Rockets. I want to congratulate Coach 
Rudy Tomjanovich, series MVP 
Hakeem Olajuwon, who also won regu
lar season MVP honors and was the de
fensive player of the year, the first 
time anyone has done that. I want to 
congratulate the entire Rockets squad 
and each and every Houstonian who 
cheered on the Rockets, even when it 
looked like victory was slipping away 
in the seven-game series. 

The Rockets showed their strength, 
their determination and poise through
out the series, but particularly when 
they came back from being down 3 to 2, 
not only against the Knicks but also 
against the Phoenix Suns, to win the 
final two games of both series. 

Finally, let me say that Houston has 
many nicknames. We are called the 
Bayou City. We are called Space City. 
Now we take pride in being known as 
Clutch City. We thank our Houston 
Rockets, the coaches, the players, and 
the fans alike, for the new nickname. 

We like our new nickname, Mr. 
Speaker. We like the fact that Houston 
is now the home of the NBA cham
pions, and we plan to repeat next year. 

COMMEMORATING THE HOUSTON 
ROCKETS VICTORY 

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, today the city of Houston and 
our Nation is celebrating the accom
plishments of the Houston Rockets 
who have for the first time brought a 
national championship to Houston. The 
city of Houston has a great deal to be 
proud of including its position in world 
trade with the Port of Houston and its 
status as a world class city in energy, 
medicine, higher education, and space 
exploration. 

Today we have one more reason for 
pride in our city because of the Hous
ton Rockets. Just like the city of 
Houston, the Rockets have struggled in 
the past but always maintained their 
composure. The Houston Rockets serve 
as a shining example of a diverse group 
of people coming together and combin
ing their talents to produce tremen
dous results. This Congress and this 
Nation can learn a great lesson in pa
tience, perseverance, and professional
ism from the Rockets and as we take 
time out from the constant delibera
tions of Federal spending, crime, and 
health care we are reminded that ex
cellence and perfection are achievable 
through personal motivation and a 
commitment to succeed through team
work. 
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EMPLOYER MANDATE "TRIGGERS" 
(Mr. GRAMS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent's health care reform scheme and 
its single-payer cousin are foundering 
on the rocks of intense public scrutiny. 
That is good news for America. 

The bad news is that big government 
types in Congress are trying to throw a 
buy-now-pay-later life preserver to the 
plan in the form of a delayed mandate, 
commonly known as a trigger. 

When will the Democrats in Congress 
and the White House realize that 
Americans are wise to their wily buy
now-pay-later ways? Deficit spending, 
for example, saddles future Americans 
with debt, but it makes. politicians 
look good today. Similarly, imposing 
an employer mandate via a trigger 
kills jobs when it goes into effect down 
the road, but makes politicians look 
good today. 

Study after study shows that an em
ployer mandate will force between 
600,000 and 3.8 million Americans out of 
work. With increased unemployment 
on the horizon it is no wonder the 
Democrat leadership and the White 
House are trying to delay implement
ing an employer mandate. 

I always thought Trigger was Roy 
Rogers' horse. Now it means employer 
mandate. Now, it means job killing em
ployer mandate. Now it means buy
now-pay-later job killing employer 
mandate. 

If the Democrat leadership and the 
White House think that a trigger is the 
life preserver that will save Govern
ment-run health care, they are wrong. 
It is a lead weight that is going to sink 
that monstrosity. 

REEMPLOYMENT ACT-ONE-STOP 
CAREER CENTERS 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the President's Re
employment Act and the one-stop ca
reer centers which are a critical provi
sion. 

These centers will provide all Ameri
cans-not just the unemployed-with 
an incredible amount of information on 
labor markets, training programs, job 
counseling, and job benefits. 

In addition to providing benefits to a 
larger group of Americans, one-stop ca
reer centers will eliminate much of the 
bureaucracy which often saps ·the en
ergy and drive of people looking for 
work. Under current programs, too 
many people spend their time moving 
from agency to agency, line to line. 

One-stop centers simplify this proc
ess, so workers expend their energy 

using these programs instead of apply
ing for them. 

These centers are a simple idea which 
will hot-wire Americans into job mar
kets and training opportunities. Let us 
keep Americans working: Support the 
Reemployment Act and its one-stop ca
reer centers. 

THE NAYSAYERS WILL BE 
PROVEN WRONG AGAIN 

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, what do So
cial Security, Medicare, m1mmum 
wage, the 1993 Budget Act, all have in 
common, spanning from 1935 to 1993? 
What they have in common, Mr. Speak
er, is that the naysayers all stood on 
this floor and predicted dire economic 
gloom and doom, particularly saying 
that each was going to kill jobs in thi.s 
country. 

Yet, 30 years later, everyone lines up 
to support Social Security. Thirty 
years later, Medicare is a tenet of 
faith. Several years later, people ac
knowledge that the minimum wage in
crease did not kill jobs; and even 
though it will not be acknowledged 
right now by the naysayers, the studies 
are already coming back that show the 
Budget Act that passed here did not 
kill jobs, it created them, in fact, at a 
rate four times greater than the Bush 
administration in under 4 years. 

What all that has in common is that 
they said all these things about some 
very important institutions of Amer
ican Government and American soci
ety. Thirty years later, they always 
support them. We do not have 30 years 
to wait for health care. It needs to get 
done this year. 

A TAX BY ANY OTHER NAME 
(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, to 
paraphrase Shakespeare, "A tax by any 
other name would cost as much." 

Call them what you will-mandates, 
caps, triggers, they will still act like 
what they are: taxes. And they will 
cost America just as they always have 
in lost jobs, in increased costs, in fore
gone raises, in lost wages, in lost op
portunities. 

To get the right answers you have to 
ask the right question, the basic ques
tion such as, who pays? Regardless of 
how the administration tries to dis
guise it, the answer is: Everyone who 
works, everyone who aspires to work, 
and everyone who has had to work. 

The something-for-nothing promise 
of Mr. Clinton and the liberal Demo
crats always degenerates into nothing
for-something for America. 

As my friends will recall, Trigger was 
what Roy Rogers rode into the sunset. 
President Clinton appears saddled and 
ready to do the same. Of course, Mr. 
Rogers also now owns a fast-food res
taurant chain, so perhaps the President 
is thinking ahead. 

ILLEGITIMACY: AN 
UNPRECEDENTED CATASTROPHE 
(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re

·marks.) 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, Illegit

imacy: An Unprecedented Catastrophe. 
"Illegitimacy-An Unprecedented Ca

tastrophe." That was the headline of a 
column in yesterday's Washington Post 
written by David Broder. In the article 
Mr. Broder includes some interesting 
statistics. From 1940 to 1956, the na
tional rate of illegitimacy stayed flat 
at about 4 percent. Starting in 1956, it 
went up, and since 1970 every year it 
has been worse than the year before. 

Currently the national rate of illegit
imacy is 30 percent, and is figured to be 
at least 50 percent by the turn of the 
century. In some parts of America, it is 
already exceeding 70 percent. This is 
catastrophic, according to Mr. Broder 
and to Senator MOYNIHAN, who has 
studied demographics for a long time. 

There is even a new term called spe
ciation, which describes the impending 
creation of a different breed of human 
being, one born and raised outside the 
mother-father relationship. 

Illegitimacy is catastrophic as to 
cost, Mr. Speaker, catastrophic as to 
human cost and financial cost. While 
the welfare reform bill has some preg
nancy prevention measures in it, and 
they would be welcome, until this Na
tion returns to values, to commonly 
shared values, commonly shared prin
ciples, I think we will continue to have 
a deepening, not a lessening, of this na
tional catastrophe. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that when the House ad
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 9 
a.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Vrs
CLOSKY). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from West Vir
ginia? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATION ACT, 1995 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4602) mak
ing appropriations for the Department 
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of the Interior and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1995, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES). 

The motion was agreed to. 
0 1037 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill, H.R. 
4602, with Mr. GLICKMAN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday, 
June '22, 1994, the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
CRANE] had be-en disposed of, and title 
II was open for amendment at any 
point. 

Are there further amendments to 
title II? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BACHUS OF 
ALABAMA 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BACHUS of Ala

bama: Page 76, line 25, strike "$141,950,000" 
and insert "$49,293,100". 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] is recog
nized for 5 minutes in support of his 
amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, without losing my time and 
place, I would like the opportunity to 
discuss my amendment first, but I will 
enter into a discussion with the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] if I do 
not lose my time. 

Mr. YATES. All I propose to do is fix 
a time limit, which I had understood 
the gentleman agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will pro
tect the gentleman on his time. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I believe the arrangement with 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] is for 15 minutes on each side. 

I yield to the gentleman from Illi
nois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say to the gentleman, that is correct. 
Is that satisfactory to the gentleman 
from Alabama? 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. It is very 
satisfactory, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. YATES. With the gentleman con
trolling time on his side, and I on 
mine. 

Mr. Chairman, I make that as a 
unanimous-consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the unanimous consent request of 
the gentleman from Illinois that the 
debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto be limited to 30 
minutes, 15 minutes on each side? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] is recog
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, my amendment strikes $91 mil
lion from the appropriation for the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts. 
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That is the amount awarded in the 
program grants and administrative 
cost. It reserves $8 million in adminis
trative cost. It preserves those funds 
awarded to the States to be disbursed 
at their discretion. It also reserves all 
matching funds. Currently our States 
are given- only 231/2 percent of the total 
amount that we appropriate for the 
NEA. I do support the arts, but I am 
finding it increasingly obvious that 
Jane Alexander's staff at the NEA is 
having real problems with these indi
vidual grants. I think the discussion 
yesterday about what happened in Min
neapolis is evidence of that. I think 
every time the NEA appropriation 
comes up, there is a long list of very of
fensive projects that the NEA has fund
ed. If we look at those projects, almost 
in their entirety they are projects of 
individual grants or program grants. 
On the other hand when we have 
awarded money to the States or given 
matching grants, matching funds, we 
seem to have no problem with that. 

I think that is evidence, Mr. Chair
man, that the States are in a much 
better position to distribute this 
money as opposed to some committee 
or panel over at the NEA. 

Mr. Chairman, I also say that be
cause to me it is outrageous that the 
administrative expenses at the NEA 
are $25 million. This House appro
priates $171 million in program grants, 
both State programs and program 
grants. Yet it costs $25 million here in 
Washington to distribute that money. 
As opposed to that, I think that the 
States can make a much better deci
sion on where that money is needed. 

Yesterday we had a long discussion 
on the floor of this House about the 
merits and the benefits of the National 
Endowment for the Arts programs. 
Time and time again speakers came to 
the well of this House and they talked 
about a project in my home State. It 
was a Shakespeare Festival. In fact, 
the gentleman from Ohio in my party 
discussed a letter from a young gen
tleman who said that without this ap
propriation to the Shakespeare Fes
tival in Montgomery, AL, he would 
never have an appreciation of Shake
speare, he would have never had an op
portunity to hear a Shakespeare pro
gram. Mr. Chairman, in all respect for 
that statement, I think it is very con
descending to the people of Alabama 
and it claims tremendous credit for a 
very small contribution. 

I will say to the Members in all can
dor that I have a letter from the 

Shakespeare Festival saying to me, 
support this over $200 million appro
priation to the National Endowment 
for the Arts, because we get some of 
this money. I requested from the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts a list of 
the appropriation. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield just for a moment? 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Without 
losing my time and place. Let me say 
this. I would like to give an organized 
discussion. At the end of that, I would 
be glad to engage the gentleman in a 
discussion. Let me say this, then I will 
invite the gentleman's comment about 
this. 

Mr. DICKS. Just on a fact. 
Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Let me tell 

the gentleman what a fact is. A fact is 
that all this talk about the Shake
speare Festival, last year they received 
$14,100 in a grant. We are talking about 
a multimillion-dollar budget for the 
Shakespeare Festival. Yet people stood 
in this very House and said without 
this appropriation, without these pro
gram grants, that this Shakespeare 
Festival would close and lock its doors. 
We are talking about a multimillion
dollar project. We are talking about 
many corporations in Alabama that 
support this project with greater 
grants. We are talking about a minus
cule amount. Not that it is not appre
ciated, but what I am saying to the 
gentleman is let us give that money to 
the State, let them appropriate money, 
which they do out of their share. We 
get $5,000 for the opera in Mobile. We 
get $10,000 for the children's theater. 
Those are good projects. But there is 
no need for us to appropriate for what 
I am talking about, the program 
grants. 

Mr. Chairman, with that, without 
yielding my time and place, I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington. I just 
yield for one fact. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
to the gentleman that if the gentleman 
yields, he yields his time. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I reserve my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wash
ington. 

Mr. DICKS. I just wanted to point 
out to the gentleman, that the budget 
for the National Endowment for the 
Arts is not over $200 million. It is $171 
million. That is the only point I want
ed to make. I would just say to the 
gentleman, that oftentimes an NEA 
grant serves as the Good Housekeeping 
Seal of Approval. When people see that 
the panel review and the NEA has ap
proved a grant, then the private sector 
will come in and contribute money to 
it because they know that this is a 
quality production. So this does have a 
point. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to see the 
gentleman's Shakespeare Festival get 
more money for support of its festival. 
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But it is not going to happen if we cut 
$91 million out of this budget. What we 
are going to do is totally destroy a 
good quality program. In 1979, the 
budget for the National Endowment for 
the Arts was $146 million. This is not a 
budget that is growing. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the Bachus amend
ment is the Crane amendment in an
other form and for half that amount. If 
the Bachus amendment is accepted by 
the House, it proposes to reduce the 
NEA budget by 53 percent. That is what 
the effect of the $92.6 million would be. 
Obviously that would be an almost im
possible reduction for the NEA to cope 
with. 

With respect to the gentleman's as
sertion that more money should go to 
the States, that that is where the ac
tion is on the local level, the authoriz
ing committee which authorized the 
extension of the National Endowments 
for the Arts and the Humanities recog
nized a part of the justice of the gentle
man's position by allocating a change 
in the amount going to the States, 
from 25 percent to 35 percent. So that 
the States now get a third of all the 
moneys, slightly more than a third of 
the moneys that go to the National En
dowment for the Arts. 

Mr. Chairman, with respect to the 
gentleman's arguments about the 
Shakespeare Festival, let me read from 
the testimony before our committee of 
a fellow Alabamian, the respected 
former Postmaster of the United 
States, Red Blount, of Alabama, in 
which he said, on page 1205 of our hear
ings for fiscal year 1993: 

Funding from the National Endowment for 
the Arts program serves as a symbol of qual
ity and an important endorsement of the 
Alabama Shakespeare Festival's other fund
ing sources. NEA support also plays a crucial 
role in enabling the Alabama Shakespeare 
Festival to move in new directions to better 
serve the people in our arts in our region. An 
NEA investment of $36,000, only one-half of 1 
percent of our budget, in the Alabama 
Shakespeare Festival this year is helping to 
create new southern artistry, provide profes
sional theater for hundreds of thousands, 
generate $10 million in tourism, and educate 
50,000 students a year. Where else do so few 
Federal dollars have such a large multiplier 
effect and enormous ultimate value? Any 
businessman would be happy with a fraction 
of such returns on their investment. 

I, therefore, trust that you will continue to 
invest precious Federal resources where such 
a high and valuable return is achieved. 
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The Bachus amendment would elimi

nate all support for the National En
dowment for the Arts to the arts orga
nizations throughout the Nation. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the executive 
director of the National Assembly of 
state Arts Agencies, which represents 
all State arts agencies in the country, 
opposes the Bachus amendment. The 
executive director, Jonathan Katz, 

wrote, "The States' arts agencies want 
a strong and effective partner at the 
Federal level. The Bachus amendment 
would destroy that relationship." 

I urge the defeat of the amendment. 
Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair

man, I yield myself 1 minute to re
spond to the comments of the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the 
House, I think what the gentleman 
from Illinois said is a very succinct ar
gument, and that is that the Shake
speare Festival has written and said 
that this is one-half of 1 percent of our 
budget, but it means so much to us. It 
attracts corporate donors. 

I can tell you three of those major 
corporate donors have also stated that 
it makes absolutely no difference to 
them whether or not the NEA puts 
some stamp of endorsement on it or 
not. 

Also, I would say this: The former 
Postmaster, who I have great respect 
for, has also written me and urged me 
on several occasions to balance the 
budget. He very much believes that 
this deficit spending is putting obliga
tions on our children and our grand
children, and I would hope that the 
gentleman from Illinois would agree 
with me that when we have deficit fi
nancing and deficits that this is an ex
travagance we cannot afford. 

Mr. Qhairman, I yield 41/z minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
BACHUS]. Let me pick up where I left 
off yesterday. First the private sector 
supports the arts to the tune of $9 bil
lion, so this $171 million is a drop in 
the bucket by comparison. Second, the 
vast majority of grant requests are 
turned down, including the Shake
speare Theatre in my district. The 
point is, this money is given out to 
self-proclaimed artists who should be 
able to compete in the marketplace. 

All the money .has dried up for my 
high school art programs, so I have 
not, in the last year, been able to run 
an art contest in my district to have a 
picture hung proudly in the tunnel 
leading to the Cannon Building. 

But look where we do find allocations 
of our tax dollars. Porno jerk, jerk, 
porno jerk Tim Miller got almost 
$15,000. Holly Hughes, porno female 
jerk, she got $9,375. Kitchen Theater, 
porno scum, $20,000; Frameline, porno 
slime, got almost $20,000; Marlin Riggs, 
$50,000, used the taxpayers' money from 
both the NEA and public broadcasting, 
our tax dollars, to produce the porno
graphic, profanity-filled, prohomo
sexual documentary titled, "Tongues 
Untied," absolute gutter garbage. 

The Walker Art Center: Now, the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO], 
got up and defended the Walker Art 
Center and said, "Leave it alone." 

Let me put it in context. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. Cox] grew 
up in Minneapolis. He explained to me 
that the Walker is the Dorothy Chan
dler Pavilion of Minnesota. It is the 
John F. Kennedy Center in Minneapo
lis. At that beautiful Walker Art Cen
ter is where Karen jerk scum Finley 
first came to national attention; Ron 
Athey recently sliced designs into the 
flesh of another man's back and soaked 
the blood up with paper towels. One of 
my distinguished colleagues said, 
"Well, there was not much blood, and 
it was only blotted up, and it went over 
the audience's head, but they did not 
drip on the audience," and the people 
who fled we are told, knew they were 
going to see this mutilation perform
ance. I have seen attendees, moving 
images, sight, sound, motion, color, 
saying they did not know they were 
going to be subjected to this insanity. 

The Walker Art Center got $210,800 of 
our tax dollars. Franklin Furnace Ar
chive in New York, where Karen Fin
ley, Holly Hughes, Tim Miller, and all 
the others have been using our tax 
money, they got $33,000. 

This thing goes on and on and on. 
Highway, Inc., in Santa Monica, they 

got $44,980. This is where Tim Miller, 
jerk develops his homosexual "shock'' 
material and serves on their board of 
directors. 

Then there is the Centro Cultural de 
la Raza, which gave away taxpayers' 
$10 crisp new bills and gave them to il
legal immigrants. 

And then Cavah Zahedi got $20,000 for 
a narrative film on the vagaries of sex
ual obsession. It goes on and on and on 
and on. 

NEA's Jane Alexander has said we 
must gently introduce our Nation to 
homosexuality. I went to her introduc
tory luncheon. She impressed me. I 
thought she was going to stop this non
sense, and here is what she says in re
sponse to an angry Senator, Democrat 
ROBERT BYRD, and an angry Senator, 
Republican DON NICKLES, with respect 
to the Athey performance: "His work is 
a study exploring modern-day martyr
dom." This is Jane Alexander's mo
ment to retract her confirmation con
version. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, my point 
of order is the gentleman is not al
lowed to refer to the Senators by name. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 
proceed in order, but he should be 
aware to avoid characterization of 
members of the other body. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 
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Mr. DORNAN. It was a respectful ref

erence, and I went on for a year refer
ring to it as the other body. Somebody 
informed me, it must be 2 years ago, 
that now we were allowed to call it the 
U.S. Senate. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct, But 
referring to individual Members of the 
other body--

Mr. DORNAN. I just wanted to indi
cate respectfully it was a bipartisan 
anger with the very distinguished head 
of the Appropriations Committee, Mr. 
BYRD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 
proceed in order. 

The gentleman has an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. DORNAN. With respect to the 
Athey performance itself, still quoting 
Jane Alexander, this excellent actress, 
"His work is a study exploring modern
day martyrdom as it relates to AIDS." 
So Athey cuts up the back of this per
son. Athey, of course, is HIV positive, 
and we will read in a little blip one 
day, "Great artiste, Ron Athey, dies of 
AIDS." 

The whole thing, Mr. Chairman, is 
nuts. 

I am voting for this amendment. We 
will cut 5 percent with the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. STEARNS]. Most people here are 
terrified of the homosexual lobby, but 
some of us are not. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman, on my time, respond to 
a question? You mentioned that there 
are billions in .private contributions, 
and I think that is great. 

Mr. DORNAN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. REGULA. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DORNAN. Look at the last price 
of a Van Gogh painting. 

Mr. REGULA. Yes. Those are all tax 
deductible, which, in effect, means the 
Government is subsidizing them in the 
form of tax deductions, and with $2 bil
lion, it would be about a $600 million 
subsidy in the form of a tax deduction. 
Do you favor continuing tax deductions 
for contributions to our arts, cultural 
things similar to what NEA funds? 

Mr. DORNAN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, absolutely, and that is 
how we should stimulate the Medicis of 
modern America, the patrons of the 
arts. I love the arts, and I voted for 
this for 10 years. That is the way to go. 

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentleman. 
Just a couple of comments, because 

it was mentioned about the Shake
speare Arts Festival, which I discussed 
yesterday. 

What I said yesterday was to quote 
the people from Alabama. It was not 
my statement at all. It was what peo
ple from there said during our hearing. 

And I would quote again from that 
hearing, and I might say we had sev-

eral witnesses from the Shakespeare 
Festival, and they point out, and I 
quote Mr. Thompson, the artistic direc
tor of the Shakespeare Festival, who 
said, "This grant from the National 
Endowment is vitally important to our 
theater, because we are the only major 
performing arts· institution in Ala
bama. In short, the NEA helps us lever
age $2.8 million in additional gifts and 
grants." And I think that is great. 
"Also here today in support of the NEA 
are two Members of the community we 
serve, Effie Cannon, a secondary-school 
teacher, and Clint Gullatte," who was 
a student. 
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Basically, what they said is that the 

grant was used to, in some instances, 
help students get there by giving a re
duced price on the ticket. So there is 
no allegation that this was the key 
funding mechanism. 

I think it is wonderful that the peo
ple down there support this theater in 
such a strong way. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the amendment of the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS]. 

Mr. Chairman, let us focus on what 
the NEA really does: All over America, 
local artists and local arts groups rely 
on the National Endowment for the 
Arts for essential support. These 
groups are doing tremendous work, but 
they are struggling for survival. 

No one has ever questioned the work 
of hundreds of groups around the Na
tion. They have enriched our commu
nity and the quality of life. 

Let me tell you some of the things 
the NEA does in my district: Support 
for the Westchester Council for the 
Arts; support for the Hudson River Mu
seum in Yonkers; support for the 
Emelin Theatre for the Performing 
Arts in Mamaroneck, and fellowship 
support for artists in Bronxville and 
City Island. 

But this amendment could put many 
of them out of business. It will shut 
down deserving arts organizations all 
over this Nation, and it will do real 
damage to the cultural vitality of our 
Nation. 

But that is not all. Abolishing the 
NEA would do damage to our local 
schools who rely on the endowment to 
expand arts education in difficult fi
nancial times. It would take funds out 
of our schools and away from our chil
dren, at a time when the NEA is devel
oping inn ova ti ve programs to reach 
and educate at-risk youth. The APPLE 
Corps Program, for example, is an in
novative partnership of artists and law 
enforcement officials who understand 

that participation in the arts provides 
young people an opportunity to build 
self-confidence and self-esteem, and 
strengthens their resolve against 
drugs. This amendment would cripple 
programs like APPLE. 

And finally, this amendment would 
also undermine the economy of many 
areas of this country. 

Last year the Port Authority of New 
York and New Jersey released a study 
on the economic impact of arts activi
ties on the New York economy. The 
findings were dramatic, and cannot be 
ignored: While the economy of the New 
York metropolitan region has suffered, 
one sector of the regional economy has 
grown-the arts; indeed, the arts di
rectly employ OV!3r 40,000 people, and 
pump at least $9.8 billion a year into 
the economy of the New York area. 

An amendment to cut the NEA is an 
amendment to undermine an important 
growth area in our economy. The arts 
are a lifeline not just for the creativity 
of many New Yorkers, but also a life
line for the economy of our region. 

Mr. Chairman, an amendment that 
will harm our Nation's schools, damage 
our cultural heritage, and damage local 
economies, at the same time, does not 
deserve the support of this House. I 
urge a "no" vote. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me, and I would just like to say that on 
this question of the controversial 
grant, anyone who knows anything 
about the granting process understands 
there is going to be some controversy. 
What is remarkable to me is that over 
the years since 1965, when the Endow
ment was created, over 100,000 grants 
have been awarded, and frankly only 
about 25 to 30 have been controversial. 

Let me also point out this fact about 
the situation in Minnesota. The money 
is granted to the museum. They have 
110 separate performances of which one 
is controversial. However, they did not 
tell the Endowment for the Arts what 
those 110 performances were going to 
be. That is a decision they make during 
that year. 

The grant actually occurred in March 
of that year, and it was a year later 
that this performance actually oc
curred. So I do not think you should 
blame the Endowment if you have any 
questions about it. I think this institu
tion has a reputation for excellence, 
unquestioned excellence, and so the 
Endowment was perfectly legitimate in 
making a grant to them. 

Let me just read from the statement 
of Jane Alexander, chairman of the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts, about 
some of the specific things where 
young people have been helped by the 
Endowment. 

She says: 
I've seen young Native American children 

in Tucson learning the history of their own 
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culture from native storytellers in a public 
school. In Chicago, I saw a young African
American child, no older than eight playing 
the violin at the People's School, one of our 
grantees. He was not a virtuoso yet, but he 
was determined. In the inner city of Detroit, 
one of our artists-in-residence organized the 
Mosaic Youth Theatre and performed a Mid
summer's Night Dream for us. In Bir
mingham's Space One Eleven young people 
were making Wedgewood-type bricks. In Col
orado , I saw how the arts are helping at-risk 
children on the road to self-discovery 
through dance. In communities across the 
country, the arts are part of the lifelong 
learning process so vi tal to our health as a 
society. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the 
gentleman that we have over the years 
restrained the funding for the Endow
ment. It used to be $149 million in 1979. 
This is not a program that is growing 
out of control. This is a program that 
has been under great restraint. 

The purchasing power, from 1979 to 
the present, actually has been reduced 
by 46 percent. The State art organiza
tions oppose the gentleman's amend
ment. They understand the importance 
of the National Endowment for the 
Arts. 

In our State of Washington, my home 
area, art institution after art institu
tion has been strengthened over the 
years because of challenge grants and 
rna tching grants that have been funded 
by the Endowment for the Arts. 

In Washington State, arts have 
grown dramatically because of this. 

So, I say to the gentleman this is a 
positive program. I would urge the gen
tleman to withdraw his amendment. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I would like to say to the House that 
if the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] had read my amendment, he 
would be aware that it does not address 
matching grants. But I appreciate the 
wonderful words that he said about 
them. 

With my amendment in place, that 
wonderful program would go forward 
without any reduction. 

I would also like to say to the gen
tleman that-which he brings up 
again-the performance in Minnesota, 
using that as a positive, saying that 
the NEA has absolutely no culpability 
in this, let me state to you what the 
art critic for the Minneapolis Star
Tribune said about the performance 
and about NEA: 

The Walker Art Center must defend its de
cision to stage a performance involving 
human blood-letting and multilation-or rit
ual, "ritual scarification" and "erotic tor
ture," as the institution describes it. The 
NEA must defend its decision to endorse that 
program. 

That is the Minneapolis, Minnesota, 
Star-Tribune. "The NEA must defend 
its position to endorse that· program." 

I also point out to the gentleman 
from Washington and to the body as a 
whole that on November 10, 1993, I in-

traduced legislation in this body with 
25 cosponsors, which would address, I 
think, the concerns that you have ex
pressed and I have expressed, which 
simply reads as follows-and this would 
be a very positive step, and I would 
like your support in the future. It says, 

None of the funds received by the Endow
ment or by any State agency to provide fi
nancial assistance for a program production 
workshop can depict or describe in a pa
tently offensive way sexual or excretory ac
tivities or organs or religion or religious 
symbol. 

Let us get these offensive words out. 
The Supreme Court actually has inter
preted "displaying in a patently offen
sive way," and I think it is time for 
this body to vote on this legislation 
and to end it, even if it is 100 projects. 

These are taxpayer funded. 
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Mr. Chairman, let me point out very 
quickly that the Founders of our coun
try considered whether to fund the arts 
or ask the taxpayers to do that, and 
they almost unanimously rejected 
that. These were the Framers of the 
Constitution. They realized-and it was 
true-that private funding of the arts 
was sufficient, and in fact the arts 
flourished, as did public education, all 
through the past century. And we are 
talking about less than 1 percent. 

The claims of what the NEA does are 
to me totally outlandish. One would 
think that the whole economy of this 
country depended on it. I will say this: 
In truth, New York City does receive 
about $40 million in funding, so perhaps 
with the exception of New York City, I 
do not think that statement is true. 

Finally, I would say this in conclu
sion: City Stages, Birmingham, AL, 
last weekend, 264,000 people attended 
an art festival there. There was not 
NEA funding, in fact. There was a pri
vate funding. It was the largest of its 
kind in the State. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge that my 
amendment be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] 
has expired, and the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. YATES] has 2 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes, the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, just let me 
say that the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. CRANE] is interested in killing the 
appropriation for the National Endow
ment for the Arts. The gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. BAUCHUS] is interested in 
killing the appropriation for the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts. He 
voted with Mr. CRANE yesterday in sup
port of Mr. CRANE's amendment. This 
is the Crane amendment in lesser form. 

Under this amendment the gen
tleman from Alabama proposes to take 
53 percent of the appropriations away 
from the National Endowment for the 
Arts and give it to the States, in effect 
killing it again. 

I do not think the House is going to 
accept the Bachus amendment, nor 
should it accept that amendment. 

With respect to the comments of the 
gentleman from California-and I am 
sorry the gentleman is not on the floor 
at the present time-and the comments 
made by the gentleman from Alabama 
about the Minneapolis Tribune's critic, 
let me say that if she is the one who 
wrote the article that first appeared 
that was the basis of the protest by two 
Members of another body to which he 
referred and the gentleman from Cali
fornia referred, there is an editorial in 
today's Sun-Times to indicate the per
son who wrote that article did not even 
see the performance, that her article 
was written without benefit of actually 
seeing what the performance was like. 
Nevertheless, whoever wrote that said 
that the audience was horrified and 
many fled, knocking down chairs to get 
from underneath the clothes lines. 
That was obviously untrue. We dis
cussed that yesterday. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of 
the Bachus amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 132, noes 297, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 265] 
AYE8-132 

Allard Fa well Linder 
Archer Fields (TX) Livingston 
Armey Gallegly Lucas 
Bachus (AL) Gekas Manzullo 
Baker (CA) Geren McCandless 
Baker (LA) Gilchrest McCollum 
Ballenger Gillmor McCrery 
Barcia Gingrich McHugh 
Barrett (NE) Goodlatte McKeon 
Bartlett Goodling Mica 
Barton Grams M1ller (FL) 
Bereuter Greenwood Molinari 
Bilirakis Hall(TX) Moorhead 
Boehner Hancock Myers 
Bonilla Hansen Nussle 
Brown (OH) Hastert Orton 
Bunning Hayes Oxley 
Burton Hefley Parker 
Buyer Herger Paxon 
Callahan Holden Petri 
Calvert Hunter Pombo 
Canady Hutchinson Porter 
Coble Hutto Portman 
Collins (GA) Hyde Pryce (OH) 
Combest Inglis Quillen 
Condit Inhofe Quinn 
Cox Is took Roberts 
Crane Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher 
Cunningham Kasich Ros-Lehtinen 
DeLay Kim Roth 
Diaz-Balart King Royce 
Dickey Kingston Sarpalius 
Doolittle Knollenberg Schaefer 
Dornan Kyl Sensenbrenner 
Dreier Laughlin Shepherd 
Duncan Levy Shuster 
Emerson Lewis (FL) Skelton 
Everett Lewis (KY) Smith (Ml) 
Ewing Lightfoot Smith (NJ) 
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Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Stearns 
Stenholm 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME} 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
BUley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonier 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Camp 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 

Stump 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 

NOE8-297 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoch brueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 

Taylor (NC) 
Valentine 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Wolf 

Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahal! 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Snowe 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
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Synar 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 

Chapman 
Engel 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 

Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 

Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--10 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Schumer 
Towns 
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Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Washington 

Mr. BARTON of Texas changed his 
vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. STEARNS: Page 

77, after line 19, in~ert the following: 
REDUCTION FOR FUNDING 

Each amount appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this title for "National 
Endowment for the Arts" is hereby reduced 
by 5 percent. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto be limited to 30 minutes, with 
15 minutes on each side, the time for 
the amendment to be controlled by the 
gentleman from Florida and the time 
on my side to be controlled by me. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, re
serving the right to object, would that 
mean that I would have the closing 
then? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, no, I have the 
closing, regardless of the time limi ta
tion. I would have the closing. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I 
think 15 minutes apiece is satisfactory. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
repeat my proposal to limit time on 
this amendment and to all amend
ments thereto to 15 minutes on each 
side. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say to my colleague, I do 
not want my time to be taken away if 
for some reason the gentleman has an 
amendment to my amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman will have his full15 minutes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I will 
have my full15 minutes? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, that is 
correct. 

Mr. STEARNS. So if, in fact, the gen
tleman comes in with an amendment 
to my amendment, he gets 15 minutes, 
and I get 15 minutes. 

Mr. YATES. That will come from my 
time. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, with 
that understanding, that would cer
tainly be acceptable to me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The unanimous
consent request is the time limit of 30 
minutes on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto, but the gen
tleman from Florida has reserved 15 
minutes out of this time regardless of 
whether there is an amendment to the 
amendment. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DICKS. Parliamentary inquiry, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I can offer 
my amendment to the gentleman's 
amendment after he makes his opening 
statement, is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can 
offer it any time he is recognized after 
that, but under the unanimous-consent 
agreement, the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. STEARNS] is protected for 15 
minutes total out of the 30 minutes 
time period. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] has the other 15 minutes total 
out of the 30 minutes time. 

Mr. STEARNS. Just to clarify, Mr. 
Chairman, I received a full 15 minutes. 
If the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] starts to use his time and his 
side amends my amendment, they have 
to take their time out of their time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] is recog
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an 
amendment to reduce the NEA by a 
simple 5 percent. Such a savings would 
result in the amount of $8.6 million, 
taking the fiscal year 1995 funding level 
from $171.1 million to what I believe is 
still a generous amount of $162.5 mil
lion. 

Mr. Chairman, for the past several 
years I have offered amendments to the 
Interior appropriations bill that would 
reduce the level of the NEA. My col
leagues should realize when I offered 5 
percent and we were successful last 
year, in the conference committee they 
cut it in half, so it resulted in 2.5-per
cent reduction. I judge from the con
versation we just had, Mr. Chairman, 
that it appears that my colleagues on 
that side of the aisle are going to 
amend my amendment to reduce the 5 
percent. I find that a little bit dis
concerting, because if they cut my 5 
percent down, and I do not know what 
the gentleman is going to offer, then 
the conference committee cuts it fur
ther, and there will be no cuts. 
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Mr. Chairman, let me be very clear 

about this, that that side of the aisle 
wants to move the 5 percent down to 
almost zero. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
want to concentrate the debate so 
much today on the controversy that 
was talked about earlier. I think we 
hashed that out. I do want to mention 
a little bit about it, because for the 
first time now we have the senior Sen
ator BYRD of West Virginia involved, a 
Democrat, a distinguished Democrat 
on the Senate side. He focused his at
tention, as well as did Senator NICKLES 
and Senator HELMS, in a letter to the 
NEA chairwoman, Jane Alexander. The 
Senators wanted assurance from Jane 
Alexander that "projects are not fund
ed, nor performances undertaken, 
which misuse taxpayer funding." 

Mr. Chairman, we have been through 
this for at least the 6 years .that I have 
been in the House. Controversy seems 
to stay with the NEA. We now have a 
senior Senator from the Democratic 
Party also coming onboard. This all in
volves the Walker Art Center in Min
neapolis, which sponsored art exhibits 
at area night clubs. 

Mr. Chairman, we have all talked 
about what happened with Ron Athey, 
an HIV-positive artist, in the scarifica
tion on another individual's back, and 
how he used the blood soaked rags on a 
clothesline. The audience panicked. Of 
course the audience would panic. They 
just witnessed a horrendous scene, one 
that not only disgusted them, but in 
their minds, put them in danger. 

The question we would have to ask 
the taxpayer, the man who is a plumb
er, a farmer, a schoolteacher, is: Do 
they consider that art? I would think 
that they would say simply no, it is not 
art. 

Mr. Chairman, I think what we see 
here is . almost tortured art, and this 
art is not something we want to en
dorse. Art should provide us with a 
whiff of greatness, provide optimism, 
and instill a feeling of individuality. It 
should cultivate good taste and elevate 
the human spirit. It should not turn to
ward pessimism and negation, and be 
sponsored by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Chairman, the simple question is, 
does a bloody towel represent the 
ideals of the American people? Does it 
ennoble us and give us a greater capac
ity for appreciation and understanding 
of the arts? Does it educate us for im
provement of our souls and minds? Are 
we any better off having witnessed 
such a scene? 

Mr. Chairman, the NEA should open 
up the way for the decent, hard-work
ing American to enjoy art. There 
should be a renewed spirit and a strong 
commitment to traditional values, in
cluding the feeling, "I am glad that the 
Government is supporting this project. 
I am very proud of it." 

This is a simple declaration that we 
are seeking, as I mentioned earlier, 
from the plumber, the electrician, the 

school teacher, the businessperson, and 
the farmer, and all other people across 
this country. Instead all I hear in my 
district is: "Enough is enough." 

Mr. Chairman, I am asking in my 5-
percent cut for the Members to send a 
signal, not only on this project, but 
also for fiscal responsibility, and all of 
us know that the Federal Government 
has a huge deficit. We must reduce and 
eliminate funding for those projects 
that are not vital to the economic well
being of our country. We must con
centrate, Mr. Chairman, our scarce re
sources on what is absolutely nec
essary, not on what is simply desirable. 
I seriously question the validity of 
Federal funding for programs like this 
through the NEA. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. DICKS]. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKS TO THE 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will start 
the 2 minutes running after the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS] is read. 

The Clerk will report the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DICKS to the 

amendment offered by Mr. STEARNS: On line 
4 of the amendment, strike "5" and insert 
"1.5". 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment would reduce the budget 
for National Endowment for the Arts, 
which I think is a serious mistake, but 
we are faced with the prospect of a 5-
percent cut, and I think that this cut is 
more rational and more reasonable. 

Mr. Chairman, this would be 1.5 per
cent. It would total $2.56 million. This 
reduction would bring the Endow
ment's total budget down by $1 million 
below its current operating level of $170 
million. This amount will reduce the 
National Endowment for the Arts' 
budget by $1.4 million below the level 
of the Subcommittee on the Interior of 
the Committee on Appropriations of 
$171.1 million, bringing the NEA's 
budget down to $169 million. 

Therefore, the substitute amendment 
serves as a vehicle for fiscal restraint 
for those Members who want to make a 
cut in the name of deficit reduction 
and fiscal conservatism. 

Mr. Chairman, the substitute amend
ment, however, is more responsible, in 
my judgment, than the Stearns amend
ment. The substitute will not dev
astate arts programs nor handicap crit
ical initiatives. It will allow the chair
man and the Endowment to, for exam
ple, use funding to allow for inner city 
youth outreach efforts with arts fund
ing, an effort that can contribute to 
fighting crime, youth violence, and 
other urban problems. 

Last year, when the 5-percent amend
ment was put in place, the NEA had to 
cut 18 programs, primarily dance pro
grams and theater such as opera and 
ballet, areas of the arts that have 
never been controversial but have had 
to pay a price nevertheless because of 
the Stearns amendment. 

A Stearns amendment for 1995 of a 5-
percent cut would not actually be a 5-
percent cut to a neutral base. On the 
contrary, it would mean a 10-percent 
cut over 2 years. This would be dev
astating to arts programs throughout 
the country that already have thread
bare funding. I remind my colleagues 
that in fiscal year 1979, the NEA's total 
budget was only $149 million. Since 
that year, real purchasing power for 
the NEA has eroded by 46 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Dicks amendment to the 
Stearns amendment. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to take a 
few moments to explain what has just 
happened. 

The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] has amended my amendment by 
changing it from 5 percent to 1.5 per
cent, Mr. Chairman. I would like to ask 
the gentleman a question. Will the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] 
answer a question? 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, certainly. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, does 
the gentleman believe that with the 
1.5-percent reduction, that he and his 
colleagues need to send a signal to the 
NEA that we need to cut the NEA now? 
Is that what the gentleman is saying 
by his amendment? 

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, I think what we are 
trying to do is here is to minimize the 
damage to the National Endowment for 
the Arts. We have sent them a signal. 
There is language that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] and I and the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] 
agreed to a couple of years ago that 
said, "Go out and fund artistic excel
lence, and do not fund anything that is 
obscene under the law.'' 

0 1150 
Mr. STEARNS. Reclaiming my time, 

Mr. Chairman, I think what the gen
tleman is saying is that we do need to 
send a signal to the NEA. I believe it 
should be 5 percent, he believes it 
should be a 11/2-percent reduction. My 
concern is what I saw in the conference 
committee last year when they cut my 
5-percent reduction 11/2 percent. 

I ask my colleagues who are listening 
and on the House floor that obviously 
we want to vote no against the amend
ment to mine so that we can have the 
vote on the full 5 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2¥4 minutes to 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DORNAN]. 
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Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the great movie pro
ducer Louis B. Mayer of Metro 
Goldwyn Mayer once said about movies 
with a message, if you want to use a 
message, he would tell his screen writ
ers, "If you want to send a message, 
use Western Union." 

The problem is, when we use the U.S. 
Mails or our faxes and write to the peo
ple at NEA, we get what two of our 
good Members from the other body 
have said, and that is diverting lan
guage. 

Here is one of the Sen a tors saying 
that Ms. Alexander has refused to re
spond in detail to a series of questions. 

He says: 
If she gives me the kind of half answers or 

non-answers that she's given to Senator 
BYRD, we really have a problem. I don't in
tend to let this slip through the cracks. 

Mr. Chairman, what my pal, the gen
tleman from the great State of Wash
ington, wants to do is send them a tiny 
little telegram, kind of a gentle little 
knock where Jane Alexander says: 

Who's that knocking at the gold-dang 
door? 

Norm Dicks, trying to give you a gentle 
little cut before a 5 percent axe comes down. 

Mr. Chairman, how else do we rattle 
her cage? He wants to rattle it with a 
little gentle velvet glove. I just went 
from the bill of the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] to take away 
half their money. 

Mr. Chairman, I am coming back 
next year with an amendment to give 
all this money, maybe an increase, to 
the high schools, because man does not 
live by bread alone. I will double this if 
it went to high school art classes, to 
put your wife in charge of this, a great 
patron of the arts. I cannot com
prehend, and I repeat for the third time 
in two days, the mystery of how these 
porno freaks keep getting this money. 

Listen to this that the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] read and it 
is worth reading again. Here is Ms. Al
exander trying to blame the press. 

Here is the angry letter from the 
Minneapolis Star Tribune who broke 
the Athey story about all the AIDS-in
fected blood. Actually this is Jane Al
exander defending it: 

Walker Art Center must defend its decision 
to stage a performance involving human 
bloodletting and multilation-or ritual sac
rifice and erotic torture as the institution 
describes it. 

Mr. Chairman, everybody on that 
side is not telling the truth. Jane Alex
ander defends this slopping around of 
AIDS-infected blood. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. HOUGHTON]. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
going to disagree with the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. STEARNS]. 

I have great respect for him. He 
knows how I feel about this. I think we 

are off on the wrong track. This is 0.02 
percent of the Federal budget. This is 
education. This is the soul of many of 
the people who cannot get to the big 
cities to have the great arts education 
that is available there. 

Mr. Chairman, I live in the rural 
community. I had nothing when I was 
growing up. Because of the NEA and 
the New York State Council of the 
Arts, my children are better educated, 
they are more sensitive to the human 
condition around us. I think it is abso
lutely crazy. Frankly, I do not think 
thi.s is a simple 5 percent, as the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] has 
said. 

Let us take a look at this thing. In 
1991, a 4.2 percent reduction was sug
gested. In 1992, there was a cut of $3 
million. In 1993, there was a cut of 5 
percent. The gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS] said this is a simple 5 
percent. Frankly, my colleagues, -this 
is an ill-disguised attempt to abso
lutely eliminate the NEA, and I am 
against it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
will reluctantly support the Dicks 
amendment because what we have here 
is a case where the NEA and the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES], they 
have already been making cuts over 
the years. They have already squeezed 
this agency to the point where a lot of 
deserving arts projects throughout the 
country are not being funded. But I 
think the main reason that we should 
oppose the Stearns amendment is that 
we have an outstanding new director of 
the NEA, a world-renowned actress 
who is going all over the country and 
talking to the grassroots and dealing 
effectively with Republicans and 
Democrats. JESSE HELMS has praised 
her for her openness. She has got a 
good start. She hS;Ls done a good job. 
Why are we going to hamstring her? 

Let me tell Members what the 5 per
cent amendment does. What it does is 
it cuts $8.5 million from the program 
grant funds awarded by the arts endow
ment. It cuts $2.3 million from the 
basic State grants awarded to State 
arts agencies. Every one of our arts 
agencies is going to receive cuts be
tween $32,000 and $42,000 a year. Cuts an 
undeserved almost $1 million from the 
rural communities that has been a new 
initiative of the NEA. Crime control 
programs that have been started 
through the arts would be severely cut 
by the 5 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, we are all saying, it is 
only 5 percent, so let us go ahead and 
everybody can sustain a 5 percent cut. 
But the reality is that this agency has 
been getting cut, cut, cut, cut. They 
are already squeezed to the bone. 

Let us have a little strength and let 
us have a little courage and reject all 
of these amendments. Support the 

Dicks amendment. I wish that he did 
not have to offer it, but we are talking 
about a political reality here. Let us 
stand behind Jane Alexander; let us 
stand behind the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. YATES], who has done an ex
cellent job in already making cuts. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD documents in opposition to 
cutting funding for the NEA, as fol
lows: 

STATEMENT BY BILL RICHARDSON, JUNE 23, 
1993, OPPOSING STEARNS AMENDMENT 

Before my colleagues think about cutting 
funding for the NEA I want to remind you 
that federal arts funding benefits every dis
trict in the country. The national endow
ment benefits every region in the United 
States through state grants, arts education, 
and anti-crime programming. 

35 percent of NEA funding goes to each 
state's art agency in the form of a block 
grant. This amendment automatically re
duces the size of each states grants. 

Of this 35 percent each state must spend 7.5 
percent of these dollars on projects that 
serve rural, urban and underserved commu
nities. 

In New Mexico for the last seven years 
state grant monies have funded the "Church
es" project. Over 100 communities have re
stored their historic churches because of the 
cultural and artistic beauty they represent. 

A 5 percent cut in the NEA budget means 
reduced funding for arts education. 

Last year a $22,000 grant to the Chamber 
Music Residencies pilot project which placed 
chamber music ensembles in rural commu
nities for a school year. The chamber ensem
bles taught children in public schools in 
Tifton Georgia, Jesup Iowa and Dodge City 
Kansas who would not have otherwise had 
any music education. 

The NEA will also have to reduce funding 
for crime control programs. A youngster 
with a paint brush or learning lines for a 
play is a lot less dangerous than one with a 
gun. 

NEA Anti-crime funds provide for pro
grams like Arizona's APPLE Corps which 
uses arts programs with anti-drug messages 
as after school alternatives. Other anti
crime projects the endowment funds include: 
Voices of Youth Throughout Vermont; First 
Step Dance Company in Lawrence, Kansas; 
Boise Family Center Project in Boise, Idaho; 
Arts in Atlanta Project; Alternatives in L.A. 
program; and the Family Arts Agenda in 
Salem Oregon. 

IMPACT OF 5 PERCENT FUNDING REDUCTION 
AMENDMENT 

A 5 percent reduction in the FY 1995 appro
priation for the National Endowment for the 
Arts would: 

Cut $8.5 million from the program grant 
funds awarded by the Arts Endowment. 

Cut $2.3 million from the Basic State 
Grants awarded to state arts agencies. Indi
vidual state arts agencies would lose funding 
in a range of $32,000 to $42,000. 

Cut $638,000 from the Underserved Commu
nities initiative which supports projects in 
rural, innercity, and artistically underserved 
areas. 

IMPACT OF 5-PERCENT FUNDING REDUCTION ON BASIC 
STATE GRANTS [BSG] 

State 
Reduced 
BSG FY 

1995 

FY 1994 Dif-
BSG ference 1 

Alabama .................................................. $450,000 $486,000 $36,000 
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IMPACT OF 5-PERCENT FUNDING REDUCTION ON BASIC 

STATE GRANTS [BSG)- Continued 

State 

Alaska ............................................... . 
Arizona .................................................... . 
Arkansas ................................................. . 
Ca lifornia ... . .. .. ... .................. . 
Colorado .... . ...... ................ . 
Connecticut ...... . .......................... . 
Delaware .. ............... .. ......... ....... .. ....... . 
District of Columbia .. .......... .. .. ............ . 
Florida ....................... .. ......................... . 

~::1~ .:::::::::::::::::::::: .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Idaho .................................... .. .... ............ . 
Illinois .. ................................................... . 
Indiana ................. . 
Iowa .... . ................................... . 
Kansas ............................. . 

~~~~~i~~a ·:::::::::::::::::::::::::: ... 
Maine ........................... . 
Maryland ......................... . 
Massachusetts .............. .. ..... .. ................ . 
Michigan ......................................... . 
Minnesota ........................... ......... ........... . 
Mississippi 
Missouri .................... ... ... ............ ......... . 
Montana ................................................. . 
Nebraska ............................... ................. . 
Nevada ....................................... ............ . 
New Hampshire ...................................... . 
New Jersey ...... .. ...................................... . 
New Mexico ............................................ . 
New York ........................................... ..... . 
North Carol ina ...................... . 
North Dakota .......................... . 
Oh io ........................... . 
Oklahoma .................. . 
Oregon .. . .... . 
Pennsylvania ............. . 
Puerto Rico .............. ... . 
Rhode Island ............ . 
South Carolina .. 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah ................ . ......................... . 
Vermont .. ..... .. .. ... ...... .. ........ .. .. ....... ..... . 
Virginia .............................................. .. . . 
Washington .. ................................ . 

~r;~o~~i~in~~ .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Wyoming .............................................. . 
American Samoa ................... .............. . 
Guam ....... . 

Reduced 
BSG FY 

1995 

411 ,000 
446,000 
431 ,000 
741 ,000 
442,000 
442,000 
412,000 
411 ,000 
551 ,000 
478,000 
417,000 
416,000 
535,000 
468,000 
436,000 
433,000 
447,000 
453,000 
419,000 
459,000 
473,000 
510,000 
455,000 
434,000 
453,000 
414,000 
423,000 
418,000 
417,000 
492,000 
422,000 
607,000 
480,000 
412,000 
528,000 
440,000 
437,000 
540,000 
446,000 
416,000 
444,000 
412,000 
460,000 
598,000 
424,000 
411 ,000 
425,000 
460,000 
425,000 
461 ,000 
411 ,000 
201.000 
201 ,000 

FY 1994 
BSG 

447,000 
483,000 
457,000 
783,000 
479,000 
477,000 
448,000 
447,000 
590,000 
515,000 
453,000 
452,000 
569,000 
503,000 
471 ,000 
468,000 
482,000 
488,000 
454,000 
495,000 
507,000 
545,000 
490,000 
469,000 
498,000 
449,000 
458,000 
455,000 
453,000 
527,000 
458,000 
641,000 
516,000 
447,000 
562,000 
476,000 
473,000 
573,000 
479,000 
451,000 
480,000 
448,000 
496,000 
636,000 
460,000 
447,000 
511 ,000 
497,000 
460,000 
496,000 
446,000 
201,000 
201,000 

1 Amount each State will lose if the Stearns amendment passes. 

Dif
ference 1 

36,000 
37,000 
36,000 
42,000 
37,000 
35,000 
36,000 
36,000 
39,000 
37,000 
36,000 
36,000 
34,000 
35.000 
35,000 
35,000 
35,000 
35,000 
35,000 
36,000 
34,000 
35,000 
35,000 
35,000 
35,000 
35,000 
35,000 
37,000 
36,000 
35,000 
36,000 
34,000 
36,000 
35,000 
34,000 
36,000 
36,000 
33,000 
33,000 
35,000 
36,000 
36,000 
36,000 
38,000 
36,000 
36,000 
36,000 
37,000 
35,000 
35,000 
35,000 

0 
0 

FEDERAL ARTS FUNDING REACHES EVERY 
DISTRICT IN THE COUNTRY 

Achieving geographic diversity in making 
grants is one of the National Endowment for 
the Arts' highest priorities. 

The Arts Endowment continually makes a 
concerted effort to encourage applicants 
from all states, regions, and communities. 
Consequently, the success rate of applicants 
from less populous states in receiving grant 
awards is often much higher than for appli
cants from the large states. 

For example, less than one-quarter of the 
applications received from California and 
New York are funded. 

40% or more of the applications received 
from Alaska, Delaware , North Dakota, South 
Dakota, West Virginia, and Wyoming are 
funded. 

Thirty-one states have 25-40% of their ap
plications funded. 

The Endowment's Underserved Commu
nities Initiative, which is supported by 7.5 
percent of the Endowment's program funds, 
specifically supports projects to broaden 
public access to the arts in rural and 
innercity areas and other areas that are un
derserved artistically. 

Currently S8.7 million is earmarked for 
this initiative, administered through 5 En
dowment programs-State & Regional, Local 
Arts Agencies, Folk Arts, Expansion Arts, 
and Presenting & Commissioning. 

Since its implementation in FY 1991, 
grants have been awarded under this initia
tive in all 50 states to benefit their under
served communities. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
support Chairman YATES. I have sup
ported every amendment and support 
his bill. I think the gentleman is one of 
the best chairmen, and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to support 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. STEARNS], however. I 
think it is time to ask, is an AIDS
tainted bloody towel strung out over a 
theater audience a work or a dem
onstration of art? Is a crucifix sub
merged in a vial filled with urine a 
work of art? Is a broomstick literally 
placed up the rectum of an individual 
captured on film a work of art? If so, 
Congress, then I say there is no art, 
there is no distinction from the type of 
art that our cultural roots compel us 
to fund. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard talk 
about this amendment must be reduced 
because we must minimize the damage 
of the Stearns amendment to the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts. I say 
the Congress should pass Stearns to 
minimize the damage to the American 
people by the National Endowment for 
the Arts. If we want to get their atten
tion, the only way is in the pocket
book. I am asking everybody to vote 
for Stearns. It is a realistic message 
from a realistic Member on a goal that 
all Congress should support. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I have served in the 
House for 8 years and it has been a 
great privilege to do so. Throughout 
those 8 years, I have watched every 
year as the appropriations bills come 
through this House and Congress de
cided what mattered and what did not 
to the people of the country. 
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We spent a lot of money on our mili
tary defense, one-third of our budget. 
Because of that, we are now the re
maining superpower in the world. 

But not once in these 8 years, as we 
voted for the military budget, did we 
ever fret about planes that would not 
fly, guns that would not shoot, troop 
carriers named Bradley that would not 
float. Were we concerned about fraud, 
cost overruns? No. We just throw in 
some more money for star wars. 

But we have got this one little pro
gram here, $171 million to serve every 
nook and cranny of the United States. 
To put it in some perspective, that is 
less money than we spend yearly on 
military bands. 

For every one of those dollars we 
spend, we get back $11, and the arts in 
the United States of America last year 
generated $36.8 billion. 

I defy anyone who serves in this body 
to tell me that anything else we spend 
gives any kind of return even remotely 
like that. 

But the return beyond the monetary 
is even more important. Every day we 
talk about what is happening to Amer
ican children. We have reports daily 
about the condition of America's chil
dren. They have the lowest scores in 
the world as entry level college stu
dents. Their math scores are deplor
able. They are damaged by the diet of 
violence they see every day. What shall 
we do about it? We have found one way 
to help. 

We can prove conclusively that 
money we have spent on children who 
are involved in the arts receives new 
esteem, gives them the self-respect, 
they become better students, we can 
show it cuts out the dropout program, 
and we know that children who have 
been damaged can heal themselves 
when they have this kind of way to 
allow their emotions to surface and be 
expressed. Then they can deal with 
them. 

I have watched children in the Bed
ford-Stuyvesant area of New York City 
as young as 3 years old learning the 
discipline of the dance. The lesson is if 
you care about yourself and you work 
hard, there is nothing in the world that 
will ever stand in your way. 

If we want to turn children away 
from violence, if we want to make 
them better students, if we want to 
stop them from dropping out of school, 
if we want our country to be able to 
compete in the next century, and if 
this little pittance of money that we 
spend here will go at least part way in 
helping us do that, is that not money 
well spent? Does not our national secu
rity also depend on a population that is 
educated, that has some sense of giving 
back, that learns some decency, some 
humanity, some gentleness? Is there 
something wrong with that? 

Where are the poets going to come 
from? The artists? Where are the peo
ple who chronicle who we are? Our his
tory in every civilization rediscovered, 
we determine if they were civilized or 
educated of if they contributed by the 
art they leave behind. 

For heaven's sakes, do not support 
the Stearns amendment. This program 
is already less than it was in 1979. It 
has been cut 43 percent since then. 
Enough. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE]. 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I come as a strong 
supporter of the arts who is going to 
reluctantly support this amendment. 

I happened to have been a music 
major in college. I am on the Congres
sional Arts Caucus. I believe strongly 
in the place of the arts in American so
ciety. I have a son who is at the 
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Interlaken Music Camp for the sum
mer. My children are all involved in 
the arts. I am involved with the Ohio 
Chamber Orchestra, the Cleveland 
Opera. 

You could say that I am a sucker for 
the arts. I believe in it. Why? Because 
I think probably, next to religious edu
cation, artistic expression is the most 
important thing we can offer in terms 
of the redemption and the renewal and 
the giving back of America, the values 
that have made it great. 

But it seems to me I had a very dis
turbing luncheon experience yesterday 
which leads me to want to support this 
amendment, and that is that I had 
lunch with the Congressional Arts Cau
cus, and we had the honor of being with 
the chairperson, Jane Alexander. We 
had lunch with Jane. Frankly, I have a 
tremendous amount of respect for Ms. 
Alexander and the work that she has 
done. 

But I was extremely disturbed, first 
of all, when I found out about the Ron 
Athey exhibit in Minnesota. I had not 
been aware of it until that lunch yes
terday, and I read the letter Ms. Alex
ander had written to Members of Con
gress in response to that, and I asked 
her specifically if Athey's performance, 
if Athey had personally directed his 
grant request to the NEA directly as 
opposed to the Walker Center, would 
the NEA have gran ted that kind of re
quest. What we are talking about is the 
self-mutilation that was advertised as 
"erotic torture." That is how is was 
promoted by the Walker Center. And I 
said, "Ms. Alexander, would you or 
would you not have funded this from 
the NEA directly, this grant request?" 
And she could not say to me, "No, we 
would not. This does not match our 
standards." 

And what is disturbing to me is that 
the idea is that we are going to fund 
artistic excellence, and if that is what 
we are doing, then what on Earth does 
this tell us about the leadership at the 
NEA? That is my concern. That is why 
I rise in strong support of this amend
ment. 

I encourage my colleagues to also. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. NADLER]. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not going to comment on the econom
ics of this cut, that we are already 43 
percent behind inflation, that we cut 5 
percent last year, and that we are 
starting from that base this year. I am 
not going to comment on the econom
ics that the arts generate so much eco
nomic business for our country. We 
have heard all of that. 

I am goin.g to comment on the intent 
of this amendment in terms of censor
ship, in terms of the un-American goal 
of saying that we should exercise Fed
eral censorship over the arts. 

The National Endowment for the 
Arts promotes private art. It has com-

mittees to make decisions on who gets 
grants. There will always be one or two 
decisions, one or two grants that one 
can disagree with, that Members of 
this body will not like or that can be 
mischaracterized as obscene. 

Some people think the art of Mr. 
Athey at the Walker Center is obscene. 
But it is not up to us to make that de
cision. Nor is it up to us to cut the 
budget of the NEA to send them a mes
sage. 

Judgments will still have to be made 
by review committees, and we should 
not establish a political layer of cen
sorship on top of the artistic decisions 
made as to who gets grants and for 
what. 

In this case, the NEA gave a grant to 
the Walker Arts Center, one of the 
most prestigious arts centers in the 
Midwest. That grant was used for over 
100 different arts events. One of them 
was a $150 grant to help Mr. Athey's ex
hibit, which some people here charac
terize as obscene, which some people 
slander and talk about HIV-positive 
blood and so forth, which was not the 
case. 

But it is not up to us to make those 
decisions, and if we cut this budget by 
5 percent, they are still going to have 
to make decisions. 

And are we going to set up the Con
gress, a political body, a bunch of poli
ticians, as a board of censors for the 
NEA? 

The point is the NEA makes those 
decisions, and that is the only place 
they can be made. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. MALONEY]. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Stearns amend
ment to cut 5 percent of the budget for 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 
* * * . 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand that the gentlewoman's words be 
taken down. 

Mrs. MALONEY. I think the arts 
should not be censored. As Frederic 
Lewis Allen, the noted historian, 
said--

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
will withhold for a moment. 

Specifically what words does the gen
tleman demand be taken down? Her 
last sentence? 

Mr. STEARNS. No. Mr. Chairman, 
when she started talking about wom
en's breasts and who she ascribed that 
to, that comment. We would like to 
find out who she is saying said that 
comment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the last few sentences of the gen
tlewoman's remarks. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. NADLER earlier 
said the same thing, but the point is we 
just want to establish who she is say
ing said this. 

Mr. Chairman, can we have the
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re

port the words objected to. 

Mr. YATES. I do not think Mr. 
NADLER did, made reference. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, we are 
just talking about the present speaker. 

The CHAIRMAN. The request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] was made of the present 
speaker's remarks, and the Clerk is in 
the process of getting ready to read 
back the remarks of the gentlewoman 
from New York. 
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So let us wait until the Clerk has 

read. 
The Chair would point out that the 

chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole does not rule on this kind of an 
objection. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, this 
matter may be resolved by the words 
being withdrawn, is that not correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. It would take unan
imous consent. 

Mr. WALKER. Since the words were 
offensive, all they have to do is be 
withdrawn by unanimous consent, and 
I doubt anybody would object to that. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, what are 
the offensive words? What are the 
words to be withdrawn? 

Mr. WALKER. About the last two 
sentences. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the words. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
The Stearns amendments wants to censor, 

but what did Mr. STEARNS say to a Member 
of Congress who commented on the size of a 
woman's breasts? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, if I 
understand that, I do not believe I ever 
said something like that. 

Mr. YATES. She did not say "you" 
did say it. She says "a Member of Con
gress." 

Mr. STEARNS. Regular order. This is 
not debatable, as I understand. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is not debatable. 
Does the gentleman from Illinois 

have a unanimous consent request? 
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I ob

ject to it because I think she is ascrib
ing motivations to me which are not 
there. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Members will 
withhold until--

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent the words be read 
again. I do not think they appertain 
to-

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the words slowly. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
The Stearns amendment wants to censor, 

but what did Mr. STEARNS say to a Member 
of Congress who commented on the size of a 
woman's breasts? 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it still sort of indicates some 
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kind of motivation on my part, and I 
feel it is sort of negative. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. At this point this is 
not debatable. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
has a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The 
Chairman just answered it in response 
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
STEARNS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is not debatable. 
So the Members will just withhold. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the offending 
works, whatever they are, be with
drawn so that we may proceed. 

The CHAffiMAN. The chairman of 
the subcommittee asks unanimous con
sent that the words that were read be 
withdrawn. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. STEARNS. No objection, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chairs hears 
none. 

The words are withdrawn. 
The gentlewoman from New York 

[Mrs. MALONEY] may proceed. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, as 

Frederick Louis Allen, the noted histo
rian, said, "America has something 
special, a culture which we do not 
think of as something for the elite, but 
as something that is accessible to prac
tically everyone." 

Over the last 30 years the NEA has 
clearly and successfully made the arts 
more accessible to more of the Amer
ican public. And there is a significant 
economic benefit to this investment. 

According to the Department of 
Labor, more than 1.3 million people 
work directly in the field of the arts, 
and the nonprofit arts industry alone 
generates $3.4 billion alone in income 
tax revenue every year. 

The total funding for the NEA is $171 
million per year, or less than 70 cents 
per person. 

For that 70 cents, all Americans 
share in theater, dance, and museums 
to which they might not otherwise 
have access. 

Mr. Chairman, society defines itself 
by the way it preserves and presents its 
culture as much as by its investments 
in new technologies or in defense sys
tems. 

I urge my colleagues to vote "no" on 
this amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. HORN]. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
support the cut of 5 percent for the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts [NEA] 
unless every Federal agency will have a 
5-percent cut. I regret disagreeing with 
my good friend from Florida, Mr. 
STEARNS. He and I went to the Rules 
Committee last year and we tried to 
get a proposal before this House which 

would have cut most Federal agencies 
across the board by limiting their 
growth. 

I do support the 1.5-percent cut as the 
least bad alternative. This debate re
minds me of some of those in this 
Chamber who waved the $800 hammer; 
they were not really talking about the 
stupidity of procuring the $800 hammer 
in the Department of Defense. What 
the hammer-wavers really wanted was 
to abolish most or all of the Defense 
Department. They simply did not like 
spending money on defense. 

What we have here is an art exhibit 
in question that the NEA did not know 
about. The NEA gave a general support 
grant to the Walker Center in Min
neapolis. It is one of America's distin
guished museums. When the NEA gave 
that grant money to the Walker Cen
ter, it did not know that this exhibit 
would occur. So, if you adopt the 
Stearns amendment, you are punishing 
an agency that had no knowledge of 
this particular exhibit. And it sounds 
exactly like the $800 hammer nonsense, 
which was a way to get at the Defense 
Department. 

The National Endowment for the 
Arts has had tens of thousands of 
grants which have brought enlighten
ment, hope, and joy to millions of our 
fellow citizens. That should be recog
nized. 

I would simply say, "Let us support 
the Dicks amendment and then let us 
get on with the business of the day.'' 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to my colleague, the distin
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, in 
Escondido, CA, in my district, we have 
a very beautiful, brand new arts center 
in which the National Endowment for 
the Arts gave a grant. Many other peo
ple have contributed, just trying to get 
it going. 

NEA has given some effort in that 
area. But most people in my district do 
not want their tax dollars going for a 
project like that. I personally gave 
$1,000 to the symphony, San Diego 
Symphony, and pledged to give money 
to the Escondido Arts Center, over 
$1,000. I give. literally thousands of dol
lars out of my own pocket to edu
cation, but I feel it is wrong for me to 
force other people to take money out of 
their pockets for projects that they do 
not want to give money to. That is 
what the NEA does. 

People want a chance to choose 
where they want to put their money, 
not to be forced by a bureaucracy to 
have money go for arts in areas they do 
not want it to go. So, for that reason I 
support the amendment and ask my 
colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield I 
minute to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I urge my 
colleagues here today to support my 

amendment to Mr. STEARNS' amend
ment. Again, I reiterate that it cuts 1.5 
percent, which is a total of $2.55 mil
lion. Although that is a substantial re
duction, I do it to minimize the dam
age to the National Endowment for the 
Arts. 

Last year we adopted the Stearns 
amendment, which totaled about $9 
million. It affected 18 separate pro
grams in the Endowment. 
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Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues 

on the other side on both sides of the 
aisle, why doesn't somebody get up 
here and focus on the positive things 
that we have done with the National 
Endowment for the Arts with over 
100,000 grants that weren't controver
sial, that help the operas, the ballets, 
help individual artists all over the 
country? 

The Endowment has been a positive 
factor since 1965, not a negative factor, 
and this committee has fought to put 
in language that says, "You cannot 
fund anything that is obscene, and you 
must strive for artistic excellence." 

Mr. Chairman, this program deserves 
the support of the Congress. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida is recognized for 11/2 min
utes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say to my colleagues that in 1989 we 
funded NEA at $169 million. Today it is 
roughly $171 million. So, for all those 
colleagues that say we have cut, cut, 
cut, there have not been these cuts 
that they have talked about. So, frank
ly this 5 percent would bring it down a 
little bit lower than in 1989. 

The second statement I hear contin
ually is that this is a great investment. 
In fact, Mr. Chairman, the gentle
woman from New York talked about it 
and said that we are spending $171 mil
lion, and I think her words were ''we 
are getting $138 billion back in return.'' 
Now obviously the return on this in
vestment is because there is a lot of 
private investment, too, but that al
ready exits, quite apart from NEA. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I want to say, just 
in conclusion, what we have here. We 
in Congress have an amendment to cut 
5 percent. There will be a vote on my 
amendment. So, for those Members 
who are scared they will not get an
other chance to vote for my amend
ment, they will, so I ask them to vote 
no on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
DICKS] and yes on the amendment of
fered "by myself, which is 5 percent. 
Surely we can cut 5 percent, and sure
ly, if it goes to conference, it is going 
to be cut in half again. So, if we take 
Ph percent, and take it to conference, 
it is going to come down to next to 
nothing. History has shown that the 
NEA has not been cut like my good 
friend from New Mexico said. 
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So, I urge my colleagues to vote no 
on the Dicks amendment, and then we 
will have a vote on the Stearns amend
ment which will follow to reduce fund
ing by 5 percent. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
STEARNS] was correct in stating what 
the NEA received in 1989. But unfortu
nately that does not tell the entire 
truth. In 1992, Mr. Chairman, the NEA 
received $175 million, $6 million more 
than the gentleman's figure for 1989. 
So, when he says that by recommend
ing less, that he is not hurting the NEA 
much, the NEA is being hurt very, very 
much. 

I have listened to the various gentle
men on the other side and on my side 
denouncing the NEA and Jane Alexan
der for the grant that was made to the 
Walker Arts Center in Minneapolis. 
The Walker Arts Center is one of the 
great art institutions of the city, and 
NEA, under its present practices, 
makes grants, and the Walker Arts 
Center and others in the country are 
given the opportunity to make sub
grants. For a while some years back, 
Mr. Chairman, we put language in the 
bill which required that the subgrants 
come back to the NEA for approval. 
Perhaps we ought to do that again be
cause NEA did not know how this 
money was going to be spent in these
ries of subgrants. 

At any rate, Mr. Chairman, I take 
issue with charges that have been made 
against the NEA. I think NEA is one of 
the great agencies in our country. I 
think it has an outstanding staff. I 
think that Jane Alexander is one of the 
great administrators; she has proved 
that already in connection with her ad
ministration of NEA and, I think, if 
she is allowed to do her job properly 
without the attacks th$\t are going on, 
that we will see a flourishing NEA. We 
will see an arts community in the 
country which will respond to and 
flower as a result of her efforts and 
NEA's efforts. 

I hope that the efforts to cut this ap
propriation are defeated. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong opposition to any sort of reduction or 
elimination of Federal funding for the National 
Endowment for the Arts. 

As the primary sponsor of the Community 
Arts Partnership Act, a program which was in
cluded in House-passed H.R. 6, the reauthor
ization of the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act, I understand the valuable role that 
the arts and humanities play in every Ameri
can's life. Through my work on the Community 
Arts Partnership Act, I have become increas
ingly aware of the tremendous impact that the 
arts and humanities have in the education of 
our children. 

In fact, national studies have dramatically 
shown that the arts and humanities play an in
valuable role in educating our children. The 
arts have been shown to aid in the develop
ment of higher-order thinking skills; an in-

crease in multicultural understanding; an en
hanced learning environment; improved self
esteem and positive emotional responses to 
learning; and engagement of a variety of 
learning styles. In addition, children who re
ceive instruction in the arts remain in school 
longer and are more successful than children 
who do not receive such instruction. 

The important work undertaken by the NEA 
and the NEH significantly expands beyond the 
educational concept behind my Community 
Arts Partnership Act. Through the agencies' 
leadership, public participation and access to 
the arts and humanities has been enhanced, 
support for cultural diversity has been ex
panded, and local economies have been 
strengthened through jobs creation and tax 
revenues. In addition, for every Federal dollar 
allocated to the NEA and NEH, substantial 
funding is leveraged through private and other 
public resources. Without continued Federal 
leadership, thousands of communities across 
the Nation, and the quality of life for their resi
dents, will be severely impacted through the 
elimination or reduction in local cultural pro
grams. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose any amend
ment which would weaken the important work 
undertaken by the NEA and NEH. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] to 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to rule 

XXIII, the Chair will reduce to a mini
mum of 5 minutes the time for a re
corded vote, if ordered, on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. STEARNS], as amended or 
not, following the vote on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS] if there is no 
intervening debate or business. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 240, noes 189, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus <FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 

[Roll No. 266) 
AYE8-240 

Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown {FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins {IL) 
Collins {Ml) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 

Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo {VI) 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards {CA) 
Ehlers 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 

Fields {LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford {MI) 
Ford {TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson {CT) 
Johnson {GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews {NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker {LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett {NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Chapman 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
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Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal {NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahal! 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 

NOE8-189 

Cunningham 
Deal 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Hall (OH) 
Hall {TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 

Romero-Barcelo 
(PR) 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 

Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lucas 
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Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKeon 
Meyers 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pickett 

Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skelton· 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 

Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Traficant 
Upton 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Waters 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-10 
Faleomavaega Lloyd 

(AS) Machtley 
Harman Margolies-
Hochbrueckner Mezvinsky 
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Schumer 
Towns 
Underwood (GU) 
Washington 

Messrs. EDWARDS of Texas, DOR
NAN, LEWIS of Georgia, McCOLLUM, 
GILLMORE, and ABERCROMBIE, 
changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Messrs. CARR, HINCHEY, 
HILLIARD, KIM, FORD of Michigan, 
HOUGHTON, POMEROY, and 
PALLONE, and Ms. WOOLSEY changed 
their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BACHUS OF ALA

BAMA AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT 
OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS, AS AMENDED BY 
MR. DICKS 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment as a sub
stitute for the amendment as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BACHUS of Ala

bama as a substitute for the amendment as 
amended: Strike the language proposed and 
insert the following: 

REDUCTION OF FUNDING 

Each amount appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this title for "National 
Endowment for the Arts" is hereby reduced 
by 4.99 percent. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is a nondebat
able substitute under the time limita
tion. Does the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES] insist on his point of 
order? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I insist 
on my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the point 
of order is that it is not in order as an 
amendment to the substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
rule that under rule XIX it is in order 

as a substitute for the Stearns amend
ment assembled by the Dicks amend
ment, but it is not debatable. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YATES TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BACHUS OF 
ALABAMA AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMEND
MENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS, AS AMEND
ED. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment offered 
as a substitute for the amendment, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATES to the 

amendment offered by Mr. BACHUS of Ala
bama as a substitute for the amendment of
fered by Mr. STEARNS, as amended: On line 4 
of the amendment, strike "4.99" and insert 
"1.0". 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, for those who have not been fol
lowing the debate, does this mean 4.99 
percent down to 1 percent? 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 
a reduction of the bill amount by 1 per
cent. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Chairman, did the 
Chair say a reduction of 1 percent from 
4.99 or a reduction to 1 percent from 
4.99? 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment 
would change the reduction of 4.99 per
cent in the Bachus substitute to a re
duction of 1 percent. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, is it not an increase in total ap
propriations? 

The CHAIRMAN. That may not be an 
appropriate parliamentary inquiry. 
The overall effect of the amendment 
would still be a reduction of amounts 
in the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from· Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] as a sub
stitute for the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
STEARNS] as amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 15-minute 

vote. Pursuant to rule XXIII, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the time for a 
recorded vote, if ordered, on the 

Bachus substitute, as amended, and fol
lowing the vote on the Yates amend
ment thereto, if there is no intervening 
debate or business. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 218, noes 214, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Ehlers 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 

[Roll No. 267] 

AYES-218 

Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McDermott 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 

NOES-214 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 

Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Browder 
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Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chapman 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
G!llmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Huffing ton 
Hunter 

Faleomavaega 
(AS) 

Ford (TN) 

Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 

· Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lucas 
Mann 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
M1ller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 

NOT VOTING-7 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Schumer 

D 1309 

Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensen brenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Towns 
Washington 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Schumer for, with Mr. Machtley 

against. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Messrs. 
KIM, CRAMER, and CRAPO changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Ms. SCHENK changed her vote from 
"no" to "aye". 

So the amendment to the amendment 
offered as a substitute for the amend
ment, was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
2(d) of rule XXIII, the Committee rises. 

D 1310 
Pursuant to clause 2(d) of rule XXIII 

the Committee rose; and the Speaker 
pro tempore (Mr. BROWN of California) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. GLICK
MAN, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 4602) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior andre
lated agencies for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1995, and for other 
purposes, directs him to report that on 
a recorded vote on an amendment the 
votes of the Delegates and of the Resi
dent Commissioner from Puerto Rico 
were decisive. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATES to the 

amendment offered by Mr. BACHUS of Ala
bama as a substitute for the amendment of
fered by Mr. STEARNS, as amended: On line 4 
of the amendment, strike " 4.99" and insert 
"1.0." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 2 of rule XXIII, the Chair 
will now put the question de novo on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from illinois [Mr. YATES] to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] as a sub
stitute for the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
STEARNS], as amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
the vote · was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 210, noes 216, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Bonier 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 

[Roll No. 268] 

AYE8-210 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Danner 
Darden 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Ehlers 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 

Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
H111iard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Houghton 

Hoyer 
Hughes 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McDermott 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chapman 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 

June 23, 1994 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 

NOE8-216 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
G1llmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 
Lazio 

Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lucas 
Mann 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
M111er (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Qu111en 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
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Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 

de la Garza 
Ford (TN) 
Livingston 

Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 

NOT VOTING-8 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
McKinney 

D 1334 

Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Towns 
Washington 

Mr. CASTLE changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida changed 
his vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment to the amendment 
offered as a substitute for the amend
ment, as amended, was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BROWN of California). Pursuant to rule 
XXIII, clause 2(d). The Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill, H.R. 
4602. 

0 1335 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Acordingly, the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill, H.R. 4602, 
with Mr. GLICKMAN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee of the Whole rose earlier today, the 
amendment offered by Mr. YATES to 
the Bachus substitute has been adopted 
on a recorded vote on which the votes 
cast by the delegates and the resident 
commissioner were decisive. 

That result has since been reversed 
by the House. Accordingly, the amend
ment offered by Mr. YATES to the 
Bachus substitute is not agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKS TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BACHUS OF 
ALABAMA AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMEND
MENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS, AS AMENDED 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment offered 
as a substitute for the amendment, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DICKS to the 

amendment offered by Mr. BACHUS of Ala
bama as a substitute for the amendment of
fered by Mr. STEARNS, as amended: In line 4 
of the substitute amendment strike "4.99" 
and insert "2.0" 

The CHAIRMAN. There is no debate 
on this amendment, pursuant to the 
unanimous consent request earlier on. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wash-

ington [Mr. DICKS] to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. BACHUS] as a substitute for 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] as 
amended. 

The question was taken, and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair an

nounces that he will reduce to a mini
mum of 5 minutes the period of time 
within which a vote by electronic de
vice, if ordered, will be taken on the 
pending question. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 222, noes 204, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (M!) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeFazio 
DeLaura 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Ehlers 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 

[Roll No. 269] 
AYES-222 

Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hoc~brueckner 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 

Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Slattery 

Slaughter 
Smith (lA) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swift 
Synar 
Tejeda 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Browder 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Chapman 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Greenwood 

Clay 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Fa well 
Flake 

Thompson 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 

NOES-204 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knoll en berg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Long 
Lucas 
Mann 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 

Waters 
Watt 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Parker 
Paxon 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Traficant 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-13 
Ford (TN) 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Markey 
Minge 

0 1353 

Towns 
Washington 
Waxman 
Wyden 

So the amendment to the amendment 
offered as a substitute for the amend
ment, as amended, was agreed to. 
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0 1406 The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment, as amended, offered by 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
BACHUS] as a substitute for the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. STEARNS], as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, offered 
as a substitute for the amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS], as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 380, noes 41, 
not voting 18, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bil!rakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 

[Roll No. 270] 

AYES-380 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de ia Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Ford (MI) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 

Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
G1llmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Buffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 

Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knoll en berg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lucas 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Min eta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 

Abercrombie 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Clayton 
Collins (IL) 
de Lugo (VI) 
Dellums 
Dixon 
Engel 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Foglietta 
Frank (MA) 
Hamburg 

Barton 
Clay 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Ford (TN) 
Gonzalez 
Is took 

Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Myers 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 

NOES--41 

Harman 
Hastings 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Johnston 
Leach 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Maloney 
McKinney 
Moran 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 

Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Neal (MA) 
Norton (DC) 
Olver 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Sabo 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Studds 
Waters 
Watt 
Yates 

NOT VOTING--18 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Oxley 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rush 
Serrano 

Strickland 
Towns 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Washington 
Zeliff 

Messrs. ABERCROMBIE, DIXON, and 
DELLUMS, Ms. WATERS, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. NOR
TON, and Ms. SLAUGHTER changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. YATES. Mr . . Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
have asked him to do so for the purpose 
of getting his and the subcommittee's 
clarification of the action regarding 
the road maintenance budget of the 
Forest Service. 

Is it the chairman's intent that this 
bill includes funding for reconstruction 
of the Koocanusa Bridge, which is lo
cated on the Kootenai National Forest 
in Northwest Montana? 

Mr. YATES. The committee under
stands the importance of this project 
to the gentleman from Montana and in 
providing a budget level for road main
tenance which is $1 million less than 
the President's request, it is the com
mittee's intention that under this bill 
the project will move forward next 
year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Regarding the $1 
million reduction in the road mainte
nance budget, was it the committee's 
intent that this · be taken across the 
board or from one particular region? 

Mr. YATES. The committee intended 
that this reduction be taken across the 
board, appropriately balanced among 
all regions of the Forest Service. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KLUG 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KLUG: Page 58, 

line 9, strike "$445,544,000" and insert 
"$418,271,000". 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KLUG 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
second amendment, and I ask unani
mous consent it be considered en bloc 
with the amendment just offered. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KLUG: Page 59, 

line 9, strike "$824,585,000" and insert 
"$834,585,000". 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 

KLUG] is recognized for 5 minutes on 
his first amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I understand the 
gentleman from Wisconsin is agreeable 
to a time restriction of 30 minutes for 
consideration of this amendment and 
all amendments thereto, with 15 min
utes to be controlled by the gentleman 
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from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG] and 15 min
utes to be controlled by the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I am 
agreeable, with the caveat that if this 
one passes, we will then discuss the 
second one. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
this as a unanimous-consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the time limit is 30 minutes total time 
on this amendment and all amend
ments thereto, equally divided between 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] and the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. KLUG]. 

There was no objection. 
The 0HAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG] is recog
nized for 15 minutes. 

0 1410 
Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
This series of amendments is an at

tempt to cut $28 million which rep
resents the President's funding levels 
for coal technology research and to 
save roughly half of that money or a 
little bit more than half of that money 
and also shift, if we are successful in 
the original cut, about $10 million into 
additional conservation programs. 

The administration requested $128 
million for coal research and develop
ment, and the committee has put $155 
million into this bill. So the Interior 
appropriation one more time is more 
than $27 million what the administra
tion wanted. 

Even under these cuts, we still con
tinue to invest roughly 27 percent of 
the fossil fuel budget into coal research 
and technology. That is a reduction 
right now from a level of about 39 per
cent. 

My colleagues should keep in mind 
that for the 1970's and through the 
1980's, we funded a wide array of poten
tial markets for coal from electric 
power to industrial processes to resi
dential and commercial heating. If 
Members check the long history of 
these projects, we discovered we have 
funded some of them since the early 
1940's. I believe that at a time when we 
have shrinking resources, it makes 
more sense to move to emerging tech
nologies rather than to continue to 
fund technologies that have been 
worked since the 1940's. 

This actually confirms what the au
thorizing committee has attempted to 
do. This is an October 5, 1992 colloquy 
between the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BROWN] and the ranking member, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] on the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology on their under
standing of the coal and research devel
opment authorization in the Energy 
Policy Act. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] said: 

In the titles XIII which authorizes coal re
search and development of $278 million, 

$139,000 is authorized for 1993. This is $42 mil
lion less than the current funding level and 
sets the policy of the Federal Government 
that starts with graduating that mature 
technology to the private sector. 

In other words, the Government 
should be weaned from the program. 

And then he asks, "Would the gen
tleman from California be good enough 
to confirm this is the intent of the 
committee?'' 

And the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BROWN], the chairman of the 
Science Authorization Committee 
says, "I thank the gentleman for yield
ing. I would like to state that this is 
exactly my understanding." 

Now, one quick example, since the 
early 1940's, there has been an ongoing 
coal liquefaction research and develop
ment project. But the private sector 
cost of this program is only about 12 
percent. So we have been doing it for 45 
years, and the private sector still does 
not see enough of an investment that 
they really allow us to pay more than 
88 percent of the cost of the research 
projects. If industry does not have any 
confidence in this program after more 
than 50 years, why should we? I do not 
think it is necessary for the Federal 
Government to continue to fund it, and 
that is why we would like to see a sub
stantial cutback and also attempt to 
move some money into the conserva
tion program itself. 

Let me make it very clear that the 
Executive Office of the President, the 
OMB, sent a statement over yesterday 
saying, "The Administration urges the 
House to restore $27 million to fund im
portant initiatives, and this could be 
achieved by reducing lower priority 
i terns funded under the Fossil Energy 
Research and Development Act." 

That is exactly what we are attempt
ing to do at this point. 

Mr. Chairman, in brief, we have had 
similar cuts on this program in the 
past which have all passed. The gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] was successful last year. The ad
ministration has attempted to reduce 
these funding levels. The Senate con
tinues to protect them and so we find 
ourselves year after year after year 
having the same debate. 

I think, clearly, since we have been 
funding projects since the 1940's which 
have not had commercial payoffs yet, 
since we are facing a $200 billion defi
cit, it is absolutely appropriate that we 
reduce the funding levels to the admin
istration's concerns, bank a chunk of it 
and put the rest in conservation pro
grams which, in my mind, have a prior
ity, a higher priority. And it is the 
same higher priority in this case that 
the Clinton administration even sup
ports the case. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, we have 
go to set the record straight here. 

No. 1, this cut will come out of coal, 
oil, and gas, because they are lumped 
together in the bill. 

The amount in the bill for coal is $155 
million. The amount in the bill for oil 
and gas is $201 million. 

This cut will come out of both. 
It is important that we do the con

tinuing research, because as stated by 
the Assistant Secretary for Fossil En
ergy, economic growth and clean envi
ronmental achievements in the 21st 
century, that is out the next 100 years, 
need high-efficiency fossil fuel tech
nologies. 

What we are talking about here is 
the research needed to perfect these 
fossil fuel technologies. 

It was stated that there is a very 
small industry match. I would point 
out that the average is 20 percent in
dustry, private sector; 80, public, and 
in the clean coal program, it is a mini
mum of 50150. 

We are not going to nuclear in this 
country. Let us face it. Fifty-five per
cent of our Nation's electricity comes 
from coal; 40 percent of the world's 
electricity comes from coal. We are 
going to be using coal and oil and gas 
as far into the future as we can see, be
cause nuclear is off the board. 

Therefore, it is vitally important 
that we continue the research. But let 
us also make it clear that this is not a 
reduction from the President's number 
in total. As a matter of act, it is down 
under last year's level by $2 million, 
and it is inconsistent with the Presi
dent's request in terms of a total 
amount for coal and oil and gas. 

I have got to emphasize that we are 
not just talking about coal here. We 
are talking about coal, oil, and gas. I 
would point out also that in terms of 
Btu's, the production of energy, from 
the U.S. coal reserves is equal, equal to 
all of the world's known oil reserves, 
all the oil in the world, we equal with 
coal. 

But we have got to be able to use our 
coal in an environmentally safe way. 
That is what this research is all about. 

I think it would be foolish at this 
juncture to go below last year, to go 
below the President's request and, cer
tainly, for those of my colleagues that 
were here in the late 1970's, and even if 
they were not here, they remember the 
energy crisis. We were doing all kinds 
of things. People were sitting in gaso
line lines and, as we look at the num
bers prospectively, we will be depend
ent on foreign sources for oil and gas, 
up to about 70 percent. We are probably 
at about 50 percent today. 

We absolutely need to use our coal to 
produce electricity. We need to think 
of ways to enhance the oil and gas re
serves of this Nation so we are not de
pendent on foreign energy resources in 
a world of turmoil and particularly in 
the Middle East for 60 to 70 percent of 
our energy resources. 
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I think it is vitally important that 

we continue the research on the ways 
to burn coal environmentally safely, 
that we continue research to enhance 
our oil and gas production. There are 
millions of Btu's in the ground that 
can be recovered if we develop the right 
techniques. 

I would lastly point out what the As
sistant Secretary for Fossil Energy 
said in the committee hearing. 

The recommendations (for further reduc
tions) appear to be based on the assumption 
of a rapid transition away from fossil fuels, 
particularly coal, to an energy infrastruc
ture dominated by energy conservation and 
reliance on renewable energy sources. At 
some point in the future that transition may 
indeed occur, but it is doubtful it will occur 
as rapidly as assumed and, in any event, as 
shown by the EIA projections, it is not going 
to happen in the next 20 years. Further cuts 
in the coal R&D budget will delay or possibly 
eliminate the potential for use of cleaner, 
more efficient U.S.-based coal technology 
throughout the world. However, as projected 
by the EIA, worldwide coal use will continue 
to increase. In this event, the coal utiliza
tion technology employed will be existing, 
less environmentally sound systems, or, 
more likely, the technology gap will be filled 
by our European and Japanese competitors 
who continue to work aggressively on devel
oping cleaner coal-power systems tech
nology. 

0 1420 
Mr. Chairman, it is vitally important 

to the energy future of this Nation, 
that we continue our research on coal, 
oil, and gas to make it environ
mentally safe and to extend the use 
and make our Nation independent of 
offshore sources. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate what was 
said in the committee hearing that the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] 
quoted from, but also let me point out 
that the Executive Office of the Presi
dent has sent down a letter telling us 
that they support the cut, and moving 
more money to additional programs in 
fossil energy and research. So for now, 
the administration is on our side, de
spite what was said in the earlier hear
ing. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD], one of the 
cosponsors of this bill, along with the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZ
KA]. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I join 
my colleagues, the gentlemen from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG and Mr. KLECZKA] 
in offering this bipartisan amendment 
to reduce the •appropriation for coal re
search and development. 

Mr. Chairman, the President is right 
on this one. Last year the House was 
right in voting overwhelmingly to re
duce this program by $49 million. 
Today we simply ask that the House 
cut this appropriation by $28 million 
and bring the appropriation in line 
with the President's request. 

Coal is hardly a new energy source, 
Mr. Chairman. Research and develop
ment in the private sector is well es
tablished. It is high time Congress re
duces subsidies to these mature tech
nologies. With a projected deficit in 
this country in the $200 billion range, 
we simply cannot afford to continue 
these subsidies. 

Our amendment is supported by sev
eral national taxpayers' groups, the 
National Taxpayers Union and Citizens 
Against Government Waste, to name 
but two. This would save the American 
taxpayers at least $18 million. Our 
amendment is also supported by sev
eral environmental groups: Friends of 
the Earth, the National Resources De
fense Fund, and Environmental Action. 
It would dedicate $10 million to energy 
conservation, which is very, very cru
cial at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, let us cast a vote for 
fiscal responsibility. Let us cast a vote 
for environmental responsibility at the 
same time. Let us bring the spending 
level down to President Clinton's re
quest. Support the Klug-Ramstad
Kleczka amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BOEHNER]. 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
know most of the Members will find 
this interesting, that I am opposing the 
amendment of my best friend in the 
Congress, but I think the amendment 
is going in the wrong direction. We are 
trying to cut funding in this Congress, 
we are trying to save money, but we 
also realize that we have a responsibil
ity in this Congress to make sure that 
there is proper investment in our coun
try in areas where the private sector 
cannot do it alone. 

Mr. Chairman, when we look at the 
energy needs of this country, no one 
can look the other way when it comes 
to coal. We have vast resources of coal 
in this country, but because it has high 
sulfur in some cases, because of the 
particulate matter involved in it, if we 
can find ways to have cleaner coal 
technology developed in this country, 
we are going to do our children and 
their children in the next generations 
behind us a very, very big favor. 

So while we want to reduce spending, 
and we want to cut expenditures, we 
should not be penny wise and pound 
foolish. That is exactly what this 
amendment does. This basic research 
that is done in clean coal technology 
will benefit our Nation. 

In Ohio, we have a separate fund that 
has been developed, that takes the 
basic research that is done out of this 
program, adds more money to it to try 
to commercialize those process. I think 
this is exactly the type of program 
that the Federal Government ought to 
have. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday I opposed 
an amendment on the NEA because I 
did not think it was within the proper 

scope of the Federal Government to be 
involved in it. This is the kind of 
project, though, that is within the 
scope of what the U.S. Congress ought 
to be doing. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the gentle
man's amendment and I urge my col
leagues to do so as well. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. HOLDEN]. 

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment of my 
friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KLUG]. 

I am proud to represent a significant 
part of the largest anthracite deposit 
of coal in this country. Anthracite coal 
is a low-sulfur burning fuel that has a 
future. It has a future in industrial use, 
it has a future in domestic use. More 
importantly and most significantly, 
great progress has been made recently 
in the process of turning anthracite 
coal into a gasoline component. 

As the previous speaker mentioned 
earlier, we are too dependent on for
eign oil in this country, and we have 
large deposits of anthracite coal and 
bituminous coal that can be of great 
use to us if we face another energy cri
sis. I ask all my colleagues in the 
House to oppose the amendment and 
keep investing in our future, keep in
vesting in research and development, 
in rich coal deposits that we have in 
this country. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to talk 
a little bit about the importance of 
this research in the energy future of 
this country. Just this morning we 
talked considerably about offshore oil. 
We talked about the domestic oil in
dustry and its decline. We talked about 
what we are going to do in the longrun 
future. We talked about the future of 
gas, and particularly, coal, coal being, 
I suspect, the greatest volume of en
ergy that we have available, particu
larly for electric power generation. 

Mr. Chairman, we have to find ways 
to use this abundant energy resource in 
better ways than we do now. For exam
ple, we have coal that costs $5 or $6 in 
the Powder River Basin in Wyoming, 
but costs $27 or $28 in Texas. We need 
to find ways to make that more effi
cient. 

We have to find ways to continue to 
reduce the water content, for example, 
and increase the Btu content so ship
ping costs can go down, so this can be 
more efficient. That is what this is de
signed to do. 

Mr. Chairman, this kind of research 
is essential, it seems to me, to the fu
ture of our economy. I oppose the 
amendment. 
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Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to my colleague, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER], the ranking Republican on the 
Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I also thank the gen
tleman for his amendment, and it is an 
amendment that I have brought to the 
floor on several occasions in the past. I 
want to agree with a lot of people who 
have talked about the importance of 
the coal research and what goes on. 

Mr. Chairman, I never have had any 
doubt about that whatsoever. Coal is 
one of our most important natural re
sources. It is an energy source of the 
future. We need to figure out ways to 
utilize it better. 

Mr. Chairman, here is my problem 
with the programs that we have in 
place right now. Instead of being lead
ing edge R&D programs, what we have 
is a lot of programs that are basically 
on a research and development life sup
port system. They are programs where 
we have proven the technology, where 
we know how to do it. 

The problem is that what we have 
found out is that having gotten there, 
it is too expensive to put into the en
ergy stream. In order to keep the tech
nologies alive, we have put them on an 
R&D life support system, rather than 
going to the commercialization. 

Mr. Chairman, my point is R&D al
ways ought to be aimed at making cer
tain that we are out on the leading 
edge, finding the new technologies that 
make things better. In this particular 
case, what we have is an inability to 
commercialize what we have already 
found out because it is too expensive, 
and therefore we are retaining it on life 
support. 

Mr. Chairman, I think what we can 
do is assure that all of the money 
heads toward doing real leading edge 
R&D. That is fine. What we ought to do 
is withdraw the programs where we 
have already found out that they know 
how to do it and it is just too expensive 
to commercialize. That it seems to me 
to be something that the taxpayers can 
no longer afford to do. That is a sub
sidy which, in my view, does not con
stitute research and development. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
my friend, the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, in the 
committee we rejected an $18 million 
subsidy for fuel cells for the very rea
son the gentleman says, because it is 
commercial. Therefore, it should be 
sold and developed commercially. Coal, 
oil and gas research has not quite 
reached that point. That is our con
cern. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by .the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

They say in politics for every issue 
that is debated, there is a good reason 
and a real reason for a vote. I will leave 
it to those listening to reach their con
clusion on what I have to say. I would 
like to at least preface my remarks by 
saying that when the gentleman from 
Minnesota and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin come before us and say we 
are talking about a subsidy to the coal 
industry, they are dead wrong. We are 
talking about a Federal investment in 
energy research to try to find a way to 
develop coal resources in an environ
mentally safe manner in the United 
States. Subsidy programs are histori
cally programs like the dairy program 
in Wisconsin or the dairy program in 
Minnesota. This is not a subsidy pro
gram. This is a research investment 
program. 

Let me tell Members why we should 
oppose the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. First, what 
is at stake here are American jobs. In 
my home State of Illinois, about 10 
years ago there were 20,000 men and 
women engaged in coal mining. It is a 
tough job, a dirty job, and a dangerous 
job, but it pays pretty well and the 
folks who went to work each day strug
gled and toiled to make a living, raise 
their families in communities all 
across Illinois, 20,000 of them. Today 
that number is down to around 5,000 be
cause of new environmental standards 
nationwide, standards which I accept. 
We need cleaner air. America wants it. 
We must produce it. But we also ought 
to keep in mind that as we go through 
this transition and lose these jobs, we 
need to invest more in research to find 
ways to use the c0al reserves already 
in America. 

At this point what we are calling for 
is more fossil fuel energy research as 
my colleague from Ohio has asked for 
to reduce America's dependence on im
ported oil and gas. 

Mr. Chairman, we remember not too 
long ago waiting in lines at gas sta
tions, waiting to determine whether 
the OPEC cartel would say, "OK, 
America, it's OK to be in business an
other year." Does America want to re
turn to those days? I think not. 

In conclusion, we do not need to re
turn to the days of energy dependence, 
to put our head in the sand, to ignore 
research which could produce energy 
sources right here in America. Energy 
dependence on foreign sources can lead 
us into all sorts of involvement, some 
say even the Persian Gulf war was cre
ated because of our energy dependence. 
We do not need that. If we are going to 
put research on a dubious questionable 
space station, if we are going to put re-

search into Star Wars, for goodness 
sakes, should not we put research into 
energy sources to put Americans back 
to work? 

The amendment of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG] is a vote for 
energy dependence on foreign oil and 
gas and it is a vote to eliminate jobs in 
the United States. Please vote "no" on 
the Kl ug amendment. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, may I in
quire how much time I have remain
ing? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin has 7 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, do I have 
the right to close debate? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. YATES] has the right 
to close debate. 

Mr. KLUG. Let me take a couple of 
more minutes if I could, Mr. Chairman, 
to simply make a couple of final points 
before the other side has an oppor
tunity to do this. 

I appreciate the comments of my col
league, the gentleman from Illinois, 
who is the chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Agriculture, Rural Develop
ment, Food and Drug Administration, 
and related agencies, who obviously 
has the ability to shape dairy policy 
differently if he disagrees with me. 
What we are talking about here, how
ever, let me make this point one more 
time, we have subsidized, and I think 
that is the correct term, coal 
liquefication research since the 1940's. 
If it has not paid off in 50 years, how 
much more time will it take? 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we are 
in the never-ending box that we always 
debate here about science research pro
grams. It is never too early to kill it 
because we do not know the potential, 
and it is always too late to kill it be
cause it may still pay off at some point 
in the future. I suggest after five dec
ades of research and millions of dollars 
of Federal money, if it has not paid off 
to this point, it will never pay off in 
the future. 

Again, the thrust of my amendment 
had I offered both of them together was 
to, first, cut some of the money de
voted to coal research, save some of 
the money; and, second, shift some of 
the money to conservation research 
projects which is another way to re
duce our dependence on foreign oil by 
reducing our need for energy use and, 
instead, shift to energy conservation. 
That is why I think in this case we get 
strong support from taxpayer groups 
like the Citizens Against Government 
Waste and the National Taxpayers 
Union because from an economic per
spective, this program is tough to jus
tify. From an environmental perspec
tive, from folks like the Friends of the 
Earth or the Citizens Against Govern
ment Waste Research Project or the 
Natural Resources Defense Council, the 
sense is there is a better priority by 
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spending money and shifting money 
into new energy technology, and, into 
technologies which will help us reach 
the goals of both global warming and 
also reach the goals that are stated in 
the Clean Air Act. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I think from 
both an environmental perspective and 
from a taxpayer perspective, it makes 
sense to, first, make this cut; then, sec
ond, if we are successful in a few min
utes, talk about shifting some of the 
money to another research project. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KLUG. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. REGULA. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would point out to 
our Members that we have increased 
the conservation budget $135 million 
over last year. So that we have recog
nized, as the gentleman points out, the 
importance of conservation with a very 
substantial increase already in the bill. 

Mr. KL UG. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, my point simply being 

I would still like to see even more 
money shifted into that program. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY] . 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Klug 
amendment to cut coal research and 
development funding. It reminds me of 
the old Hurt America First fuels ap
proach. More than half of all the elec
tricity in this country each day comes 
from coal. Coal makes up about 90 per
cent of our Nation's domestic fossil 
fuel resource. In North Dakota, lignite 
coal provides electricity for more than 
2 million homes throughout the Upper 
Midwest and at present rates of produc
tion we can do this for the next 1,000 
years, our resource is so plentiful. 
There is no doubt going to come a day 
when we will have alternative fuels. We 
will have solar, wind, renewables we 
have not even thought of. But that day 
is far away. Right now the choice is 
coal, or more dependence on foreign oil 
sources. 

Mr. Chairman, a stand for domestic 
energy is a stand for coal. In that light 
it only makes sense to try and improve 
this resource further; cleaner burning, 
more efficient. It is not as though coal 
has not taken its hit in terms of trying 
to get this budget under control, the 
national budget under control. This 
year the committee recommendation 
was a full $12 million below funding for 
fiscal year 1994 which means it has 
been cut enough. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
Klug amendment. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to my colleague, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARCA]. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I believe that we should be doing 

research into the use of coal, but the 
question is at what level should this re
search support be at. That is where the 
basic question comes in. The OMB and 
President Clinton have recommended 
that we cut it back by $27 million more 
and this is the level at which I believe 
the private sector can begin to contrib
ute more towards these R&D kinds of 
efforts. 

Mr. Chairman, these are difficult 
times. The President is putting forward 
significant and substantial deficit re
duction efforts in my estimation, but 
we have to support him in those ef
forts. This was one of his strong rec
ommendations and I believe we should 
follow it. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, final points. I want to 
make it very clear to my colleagues as 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] said before, this is not a new 
fight. In fact, the Walker-Brown-Penny 
amendment to last year's appropria
tions bill passed 276 to 144 and that 
amendment cut $49 million from coal
related spending. This amendment only 
cuts $27 million. 

Let me also point out that even that 
$40 million cut was eventually added 
back in in the conference committee 
with the Senate. For those Members 
who voted for the Penny-Kasich 
amendment, it rescinded funds for fos
sil energy research and development to 
25 percent of its baseline level and this 
amendment before us is much tamer 
than that. 

Let me also point out finally, the 
President requested $976 million in en
ergy conservation. The committee ac
tually delivered $824 million, which is 
$152 million in conservation levels 
below what the White House itself re
quested. 
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So one more time from the perspec

tive of those of us in this Chamber who 
want to save money, I believe this 
amendment makes sense, which is why 
it has the endorsement of the National 
Taxpayers Union and the Citizens 
Against Government Waste, and again, 
for those of you in this Chamber who 
are motivated by environmental rea
sons, that is why we find a number of 
colleagues including Friends of the 
Earth and the National Resources De
fense Council trying to make the case 
that this is technology we have funded 
for 50 years. It has not paid dividends, 
and increasingly we need to shift 
money away from coal research into 
other kinds of projects. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would affect oil and gas programs 
which have been receiving increased 
emphasis in the research program. 

Techniques to recover significant 
quantities of oil traditionally left in 
the ground as unrecoverable will be de
layed or abandoned. 

Promising work on advanced gas tur
bines and fuel cells, both of which are 
clean and efficient technologies, will be 
delayed. 

The committee has recommended 
modest increases in this area, but still 
below the budget request. 

I point out to my good friend, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG], 
we have made progress in the field of 
coal research. A barrel of oil from coal 
which was $95 a few years ago is now 
down to $35 as a result of the research. 
It is very hopeful and expected that in 
the near future if the research pro
grams are allowed to continue the cost 
will be reduced even further, perhaps to 
$25 a barrel. 

I oppose the amendment, and I urge 
the committee to defeat it. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
urge my colleagues to vote against the 
amendment offered by my colleague from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG). The Klug amendment 
would cut $27 million from the coal research 
and development budget, a cut that would do 
great harm to our country's most abundant en
ergy resource. 

One of the byproducts of the 1990 Clean Air 
Act is to try and find ways and incentives to 
burn high-sulfur coal using clean, environ
mentally-safe methods. This is an issue close 
to the heart of my congressional district, 
where several coal mines-and thousands of 
miners-have lost their jobs since 1990. If 
Congress continues to cut funding for coal re
search and development, we will only see 
these losses continue at a faster pace. 

Pick up a newspaper almost daily in my dis
trict and you can read about another mine 
closing, another hundred families shifting from 
private employment to public support. Without 
ways to use these abundant coal resources, 
without this research, we will continue to im
port more foreign oil, relying more and more 
on overseas imports to sustain our Nation's 
energy base, and more hard-working Ameri
cans will be unemployed. 

This amendment makes an unjustified cut in 
a program that is shouldering more than its 
share of the deficit reduction burden. The 
committee, in this bill, is recommending an 
overall figure for fossil energy research that is 
less than what Congress approved last year. 
In addition, the committee is recommending 
for coal research and development a figure 
that is $11 billion less than what Congress ap
proved last year. The coal program cannot 
sustain these cuts and keep this vital industry 
alive. I urge my colleagues to vote against the 
Klug amendment. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Wisconsin. In recent years we 
have seen the budget for coal research and 
development decrease as offsetting increases 
appeared in energy conservation. I applaud 
our new emphasis on energy efficiency but I 
want to add a cautionary note. The administra
tion's request for the coal R&D programs re
flects changing priorities but does not provide 
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enough funding to complete ongoing pro
grams. 

As an example, the department has been 
funding a project to develop and construct a 
1.6 megawatt pressurized fluidized bed facility. 
The department did not include funding for 
completion of the facility nor did it include op
erating funds needed to obtain testing results 
from the facility. The department's lack of fore
sight to bring this project to a logical conclu
sion is disturbing in terms of protecting our 
prior year investments. and bringing new tech
nologies forward to utilize our abundant coal 
resources. These technologies are also vital 
for our environmental future as the developing 
nations of the world continue to utilize their 
vast coal resources. By completing the devel
opment of more efficient and environmentally 
friendly coal technologies, we can provide 
technological leadership. 

In restoring $28 million to the budget re
quest, the committee allows current programs 
to continue. Even with the additional $28 mil
lion, the coal budget is reduced by $12 million 
from last years funding levels. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the Klug 
amendment. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of this Department of the Inte
rior and related agencies appropriations bill 
and I commend the gentleman from Illinois 
and the committee for their efforts. 

I am pleased with the substance of the bill 
as it pertains to programs in the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. I am pleased that it is relatively free of 
the kind of legislative language that should be 
left to the proper authorizing committees-but 
that nevertheless appears all too often in ap
propriations bills. And I am pleased that the 
committee has continued to be one that keeps 
inappropriate academic earmarks to a mini
mum. 

With respect to the substance of the bill, I 
am pleased that the committee has produced 
a bill consistent with the administration's re
quests for energy R&D and consistent with the 
Energy Policy Act of 1992. Unfortunately, in 
this tight budget environment the committee's 
recommendation provides only half the in
crease in energy conservation R&D requested 
by the President. Still, the recommended fund
ing represents a substantial increase over last 
year's level. R&D investments are critical to 
raising the Nation's productivity and standard 
of living, yet they all too often are singled out 
for reduction or elimination by zealous deficit 
cutters who overlook their longer term payoffs 
in order to achieve short-term budget savings. 

The Interior appropriations bill is not entirely 
free of pork, but staff of the Science Commit
tee has identified less than $10 million in aca
demic earmarks, and Mr. YATES is to be rec
ommended for his efforts to keep academic 
earmarking under control. 

All in all, Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill 
and I urge all Members to support it. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Klug amendment. 

Here is the headline in one of my news
papers this morning "Old Ben No. 25 To 
close-200 Jobs Lost by August." 

Those are families in my district who have 
about 60 days to determine what they're going 
to do next-and perhaps they will have no 

choice but to leave a profession which has 
been in their families for generations. 

The Clean Air Act has taken hope from 
these families. 

What hope they have left is largely invested 
in the promise of research-research into 
promising technologies which will enable us to 
use these coal resources and provide jobs for 
our people. 

The Interior appropriations committee has 
done difficult work in parceling out scarce re
sources. 

We are already operating under very aus
tere conditions and cannot afford additional re
ductions in this account. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge opposition to the 
amendment. 

OLD BEN NO. 25 To Close-200 JOBS LOST BY 
AUGUST 

(By Nick Mariano) 
Zeigler Coal Co. will stop mining coal at 

Old Ben No. 25 near West Frankfort in two 
months, the firm announced Tuesday. 

Company officials told the mine 's 200 em
ployees about the decision on Friday, when 
the workers received 60 days' notice of the 
impending layoffs. 

Company spokesman Vic Svec said the 
closing is a result of the 1990 Clean Air Act, 
which sets limits on sulfur dioxide emis
sions. 

" We will cease mining operations in mid
August. This is a direct result of the Clean 
Air Act," he said. 

The mine will remain open to recover 
equipment and to remove stockpiles of coal. 
Reclamation work also will continue , Svec 
said. 

He said the contract with the mine 's only 
customer, Georgia Power, expires on June 30 
and will not be renewed. 

The contract was in effect from the mid-
1970s until 1993, and then was extended for 
one year. The mine produced 1.6 million tons 
of coal in 1993. 

United Mine Workers Local 2250 President 
Kenneth Craig said the announcement was 
not a surprise. The closing has been rumored 
since the UMW strike ended in December. 

He, too. blamed federal regulations. 
" The Clean Air Act is the culprit behind 

the closing. Companies buying western coal 
will make Illinois suffer and Illinois will 
continue to suffer until politicians put 
scrubbers on power plants" he said. 

Southern Illinois coal is high in sulfur, 
while that mined in the western United 
State contains less of the pollutant. 

The union represents 160 of the employees 
at the mine. The remaining 40 employees 
hold management positions. 

West Frankfort Mayor John Simmons said 
losing the mine will not only damage the in
come base in the city, but also eliminate rev
enue that the city receives from the mining 
company for water. 

That money, he said, is used to maintain 
city property at the West Frankfort City 
Lake. Work will continue at the lake as it 
has been done, on an as-needed basis, he said. 

The announcement did not surprise him ei
ther. 

" The mining industry, has been dying for 
several years, " he said. 

According to Svec, unsuccessful attempts 
were made by Zeigler Coal Co. , the mine 's 
parent company, to find other customers for 
the high-sulfur coal. 

It is unlikely, however, that the mine 
would reopen even if a customer were found 
after the mine closes. 

" Conditions at the mine are probably not 
practical to reopen it," he said, citing prob
lems with water leaking into the mine. 

Repairs at the mine were made after a 
spring storm this year that ripped the roof 
off a washhouse at the mine and damaged 
about 20 mining vehicles. 

The mine has coal reserves that would last 
another decade, Svoc estimated. 

The last layoffs at No. 25 were in 1990 and 
involved 76 workers. At that time , there 
were 330 employees. 

Two Zeigler Coal-owned mines will con
tinue to operate in Franklin County, No. 24 
near Benton and No. 26 near Sesser. 

Svec said those mines are not in jeopardy 
now, but he added that it will be a challenge 
for all of Southern Illinois to keep mines 
open past the year 2000, when the second 
phase of the Clean Air Act goes into effect. 
That phase will require power companies to 
install scrubbers, devices used to remove sul
fur dioxide. 

" By the time Phase Two comes around, 
many of the mines will have been forced to 
exit the market, " he said. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in strong support of the amendment 
offered by Mr. KLUG, my colleague from Wis
consin. 

We should be doing research into the use of 
coal, but the question is at what level should 
we support it. 

The Office of Management and Budget, as 
well as President Clinton, have proposed to 
scale this program back by $27 million. 

Certainly, some of this research could re
ceive a greater contribution from the private 
sector. 

I would urge my colleagues to support the 
President's efforts at cutting spending in this 
area. 

In these times of high budget deficits, our 
first priority must be to put our fiscal house in 
order. 

Mr. Chairman, passing this amendment 
would advance us toward our needed goal of 
balancing the budget. 

We must continue making progress on 
meeting this goal. Passing this amendment 
would be a step in the right direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 182, noes 242, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No . 271] 
AYES-182 

Allard Blute DeFazio 
Andrews (ME) Boehlert DeLaur a 
Andrews (NJ) Bonilla Deutsch 
Andrews (TX) Brown (FL) Diaz-Balart 
Archer Burton Dickey 
Armey Calver t Doolittle 
Baesler Camp Dornan 
Baker (CA) Canady Dreier 
Baker (LA) Cantwell Duncan 
Ballenger Castle Ehlers 
Barca Coble Engel 
Barrett (NE) Collins (GA) Far r 
Barrett (WI) Condit Filner 
Bart lett Coppersml t h Fingerhut 
Bart on Cox Fish 
Bereuter Crane Fowler 
Bilbray Cunningham Frank (MA) 
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Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Furse 
Galleg!y 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hancock 
Harman 
Herger 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Inglis 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klug 
Knoll en berg 
Kreidler 
Kyl 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 

LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Molinari 
Morella 
Nadler 
Nussle 
Olver 
Pallone 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Penny 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Ramstad 

NOES--242 

de Ia Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeLay 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 

·Hamilton 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hobson 

Ravenel 
Richardson 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Sanders 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensen brenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Swett 
Talent 
Thurman 
Upton 
Vento 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kildee 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Manton 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
Meek 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
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Moorhead 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 

Reynolds 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (TX) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 

Stokes 
Strickland 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Underwood (GU) 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Yates 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING--15 
Blackwell 
Clay 
Dellums 
Faleomavaega 

(AS) 
Gunderson 

Hilliard 
Johnson (CT) 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Quinn 
Thornton 
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Towns 
Washington 
Whitten 
Zeliff 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Gunderson for, with Mrs. Lloyd 

against. 

Mr. GLICKMAN and Mr. FIELDS of 
Texas changed their vote from "aye" 
to "no." 

Mr. DEUTSCH, Ms. FURSE, Messrs. 
HERGER, KENNEDY, and OLVER, 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, and Mr. HAMBURG 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title II? 
If not, the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEc. 301. The expenditure of any appropria

tion under this Act for any consulting serv
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 u.s.a. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contract where such expenditures are a mat
ter of public record and available for public 
inspection, except where otherwise provided 
under existing law, or under existing Execu
tive order issued pursuant to existing law. 

SEc. 302. No part of any appropriation 
under this Act shall be available to the Sec
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of Ag
riculture for the leasing of oil and natural 
gas by noncompetitive bidding on publicly 
owned lands within the boundaries of the 
Shawnee National Forest, Illinois: Provided, 
That nothing herein is intended to inhabit or 
otherwise affect the sale, lease, or right to 
access to minerals owned by private individ
ual~. 

SEC. 303. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall be available for any 
activity or the publication or distribution of 
literature that in any way tends to promote 

public support or opposition to any legisla
tive proposal on which congressional action 
is not complete. 

SEc. 304. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEc. 305. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency shall be ob
ligated or expended to provide a personal 
cook, chauffeur, or other personal servants 
to any officer or employee of such depart
ment or agency except as otherwise provided 
by law. 

SEc. 306. No assessments may be levied 
against any program, budget activity, sub
activity, or project funded by this Act unless 
notice of such assessments and the basis 
therefor are presented to the Committees on 
Appropriations and are approved by such 
Committees. 

SEC. 307. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMER
ICAN ACT.-None of the funds made available 
in this Act may be expended by an entity un
less the entity agrees that in expending the 
funds the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 
U.S.C. 10a-10c; popularly known as the "Buy 
American Act"). 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE
GARDING NOTICE.-

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT 
AND PRODUCTS.-In the case of any equipment 
or product' that may be authorized to be pur
chased with financial assistance provided 
using funds made available in this Act, it is 
the sense of the Congress that entities re
ceiving the assistance should, in expending 
the assistance, purchase only American
made equipment and products. 

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.
In providing financial assistance using funds 
made available in this Act, the head of each 
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi
ent of the assistance a notice describing the 
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con
gress. 

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE 
IN AMERICA.-If it has been finally deter
mined by a court or Federal agency that any 
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a 
"Made in America" inscription, or any in
scription with the same meaning, to any 
product sold in or shipped to the United 
States that is not made in the United States, 
the person shall be ineligible to receive any 
contract or subcontract made with funds 
made available in this Act, pursuant to the 
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro
cedures described in section 9.400 through 
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations. 

SEc. 308. The Forest Service and Bureau of 
Land Management may offer for sale sal
vageable timber in the Pacific Northwest in 
fiscal year 1995: Provided, That for public 
lands known to contain the Northern spotted 
owl, such salvage sales may be offered as 
long as the offering of such sale will not 
render the area unsuitable as habitat for the 
Northern spotted owl: Provided further, That 
timber salvage activity in spotted owl habi
tat is to be done in full compliance with all 
existing environmental and forest manage
ment laws. 

SEC. 309. None of the funds in this Act may 
be used to plan, prepare, or offer for sale tim
ber from trees classified as giant sequoia 
(sequoiadendron giganteum) which are lo
cated on National Forest System or Bureau 
of Land Management lands in a manner dif
ferent than such sales were conducted in fis
cal year 1994. 

SEc. 310. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act may be used to implement any in
crease in government housing rental rates in 
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excess of 10 percentum more than the rental 
rates which were in effect on September 1, 
1994, for such housing. 

SEC. 311. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be obligated or expended by 
the National Park Service to enter into or 
implement a concession contract which per
mits or requires the removal of the under
ground lunchroom at the Carlsbad Caverns 
National Park. 

Mr. YATES (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the remainder of the bill through 
page 84, line 23, be considered as read, 
printed in the RECORD, and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RAHALL 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RAHALL: Page 

84, after line 23, insert the following new sec
tion: 

SEC. 312. The amounts otherwise provided 
by this Act are revised by reducing the 
amount made available for "Fossil Energy 
Research and Development", and increasing 
the amount made available for "Abandoned 
Mine Reclamation Fund", by $10,000,000. 

Mr. RAHALL (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask the 

gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA
HALL] to agree to a time limitation of 
10 minutes, 5 minutes to be controlled 
by the gentleman from West Virginia 
and 5 minutes to be controlled by my
self. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman 
from Illinois making a unanimous-con
sent request that the time for debate 
on the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from West Virginia be limited 
to 10 minutes, 5 minutes to be con
trolled by the gentleman from West 
Virginia and 5 minutes to be controlled 
by himself? 

Mr. YATES. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, I would with
draw my reservation of objection if we 
can have half the time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I will be very 
glad to give the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA] 21/2 minutes of my time. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the time for debate on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. RAHALL] is limited to 10 
minutes, 5 minutes to be controlled by 

the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
RAHALL], 21/2 minutes to be controlled 
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES] and 21/2 minutes to be con
trolled by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. REGULA]. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from West Vir
ginia [Mr. RAHALL]. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to first commend Chairman YATES and 
ranking Republican member RALPH 
REGULA for the excellent work they 
have done on this bill in light of the ex
tremely tight budget allocation they 
had to work under. 

But with that said, I am compelled to 
offer this amendment. 

This amendment would strike $10 
million from the $446,544,000 proposed 
for fossil energy research and develop
ment. 

This $10 million would then be added 
to the abandoned mine reclamation 
fund appropriation. 

Let me be clear. I offer this amend
ment with no malice toward fossil en
ergy research. 

Indeed, I have always been very sup
portive of this research. 

And if I had my preference, I would 
simply increase the Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation Program funding without 
this offsetting reduction. 

This, however, is not a viable way to 
proceed under the existing budgetary 
situation. 

And so it is appropriate, in my view, 
to slightly reduce the fossil energy re
search account in order to provide an 
increased appropriation for a program 
aimed at mitigating the health, safety, 
and environmental consequences of 
past fossil energy production, in this 
case, from coal mining. 

This is what is financed under the 
abandoned mine reclamation fund. 

Under the programs supported by 
this fund, jobs are created and imme
diate environmental benefits are re
ceived through the restoration of lands 
left unreclaimed by past coal mining 
practices. 

We are talking about the letting of 
contracts and dirt being moved in a 
similar fashion to the highway pro
gram. 

It is important to note that financing 
for this program is provided for 
through a fee assessed on every ton of 
coal mined in the United States. 

These fees, paid by the coal industry, 
are deposited into the abandoned mine 
reclamation fund. 

In effect, this fund serves as the coal 
industry's version of the Superfund. 

However, enactment of the adminis
tration's request for this program 
would result in an unappropriated bal
ance of over $1 billion in the abandoned 
mine reclamation fund. 

That is $1 billion. 
Now, I would suggest that the Con

gress did not impose these fees on the 

coal industry simply to allow these 
money to sit idle in a Government 
trust fund. 

Money sitting idle, I might add, 
while people's homes and livelihoods 
are being threatened by burning refuse 
piles, landslides, and things of this na
ture. 

While the Appropriations Committee 
increased the administration request 
slightly-by $5.7 million-the overall 
recommended amount of $172.4 million 
is still far below the $190 million in 
current fiscal year funding. 

What I am proposing is a tradeoff. 
Fossil energy research should, in the 
future, lead to technologies that allow 
for the use of fossil fuels in a more en
vironmentally sound fashion. 

However, I do not think we can turn 
our backs on the very real and pressing 
problems that people face today, on the 
ground, in many regions of the country 
as a result of past coal mining prac
tices. 

And so I would transfer this $10 mil
lion to the abandoned mine reclama
tion fund, and it is my intent that this 
$10 million be made available for the 
Rural Abandoned Mine Reclamation 
Program, or RAMP. 

Amounts appropriated from the fund 
are utilized through three delivery 
mechanisms: State grants, the Federal 
program and under RAMP. 

While I believe the State grants pro
gram should also be increased, the 
RAMP Program would be wiped out 
under this bill. It is only proposed to 
receive $2.5 million rather than the $13 
or so million normally appropriated for 
it. 

So I say to Chairman YATES and to 
Mr. REGULA that it is my hope you will 
accept this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

0 1510 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the fossil energy R&D budget 
was already cut substantially at the committee 
level. 

Further cuts will have two adverse con
sequences. First, the cuts will mean a de
crease in natural gas research funding, the 
fuel the administration is pushing as the cor
nerstone of our Nation's energy policy, for 
good reason. Natural gas is clean and abun
dant. 

The second adverse consequence of the 
cuts will be to threaten the research and de
velopment necessary to keep stripper wells 
open and operating. There are 1 million such 
marginal wells operating today and they 
produce nearly 20 percent of our domestic oil. 
Without additional research and technology to 
make them more efficient and profitable, the 
United States is likely to see oil and gas pro
duction eroded even further. This year the 
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United States already has set a dubious 
record of importing 50 percent of its energy. 
To protect our national security as well as our 
economy, we need to increase, not decrease, 
the funds spent on research and development. 

In fact, recent Department of Energy esti
mates suggest that as much as 60 to 70 per
cent of the known remaining domestic oil re
sources could be abandoned in less than 15 
years unless effective technologies are devel
oped and utilized. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to op
pose this amendment. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21h minutes to the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Rahall amend
ment which would reinstate funds to 
the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Pro
gram, better known as RAMP. 

Mr. Chairman, coal operators have 
paid over $489 million into a trust fund 
which is used to reclaim lands left by 
past coal mine activities. 

This is money that our coal commu
nities have paid but cannot use to re
store their land and protect their prop
erty because it is sitting by idle in a 
Government trust fund. 

It is wrong to deny communities pro
tection from these dangerous reclama
tion problems, and RAMP funds pro
vide this protection. 

We must take action now so that we 
can provide immediate help to people 
whose homes and lives are in danger, 
and restore funds to a program which 
addresses reclamation problems before 
they turn into emergencies. 

In Kentucky, over 300,000 acres of 
abandoned mined lands have been re
claimed and another 102,000 acres of 
abandoned surface mined lands still 
need major reclamation work. 

I see no justifiable reason for us to 
ignore the severe subsidence problems, 
property damage, and flooding that re
sult when restoration of abandoned 
mine lands does not occur. 

These problems can lead to serious 
slides or other emergencies which 
threaten the homes and lives of the 
families in my district. 

Mr. Chairman, not only does RAMP 
funds provide assistance to families 
who have been affected by mine-related 
problems, but it also works to improve 
water quality in lakes and streams. It 
also improves the visual quality of 
lands that have been exposed due to 
the effects of strip mining. 

Mr. Chairman, the list of program 
benefits goes on and on. This is a valu
able program to eastern and southern 
Kentucky and other communities 
throughout this country. 

I have seen first hand the excellent 
reclamation work that is accomplished 
through this program. The W.H. Bowlin 
Coal Co. in Saxton, KY, recently was 
awarded the national Surface Mining 
Reclamation Award for excellence in 
land reclamation. It is quality rec
lamation efforts such as these which 
benefit from RAMP funds. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a responsibil
ity to provide immediate help to those 
who need it and to insure the health 
and safety of those whose livelihood is 
threatened by mine related emer
gencies. 

I urge my colleagues support the coal 
communities who need these funds to 
restore their land and protect their 
homes and property. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Rahall amendment. 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I conclude by reinforc
ing what I and the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] have stated. 
We have gone to the mat on a number 
of occasions in Congress to authorize 
and to extend the life of the abandoned 
mine reclamation fund. We set up this 
fund in 1977 when Congress wisely en
acted the Surface Mining Reclamation 
Act, and it has been on the books since. 
The industry has fought us in our ef
forts to extend this program. We have 
invoked their wrath a number of times, 
yet they have abided by the law as 
Congress has passed this legislation. 

I would say that it is only fair to the 
American people, it is only fair to the 
Appalachian States, and only fair to 
the coal industry, now that they are 
abiding by the law, paying this tax into 
the fund, that this money not sit idle 
here in Washington, but be spent for 
the purposes for which the original leg
islation was enacted. The receipts into 
this fund have been increasing over the 
years, since 1987, yet the actual appro
priations for the AML have been de
clining. This is a small step in trying 
to restore that balance in fairness. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very sympa
thetic to the gentleman's amendment. 
I wish we could comply with his re
quest. I recognize the importance of 
the RAMP Program, except we are 
prisoners of caps and of budget agree
ments. And in order for this program 
to be approved, it will be necessary to 
find an appropriate offset. 

The gentleman suggests we take it 
out of coal research, out of research for 
fossil fuels. This would reduce fossil 
energy research by $10 million, and we 
have already reduced that program by 
$23 million below the President's re
quest. It would b,ave the effect of cut
ting oil and gas programs already re
duced below the President's budget, 
and reducing coal programs that have 
already been reduced for the past 3 
years. 

I wish we could do it, Mr. Chairman, 
but the offsets that are suggested can
not be used for that purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly have to 
oppose the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA
HALL]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 

the last two lines of the bill. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
This Act may be cited as the " Department 

of the Interior and Related Agencies Appro
priations Act, 1995". 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 4602, the fiscal year 
1994 Interior appropriations bill, and in opposi
tion to any damaging amendments which 
would eliminate or reduce funding for the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts [NEA] or the 
National Endowment for the Humanities 
[NEH]. 

Efforts to eliminate or slash funding for the 
NEA and NEH seems to have become an an
nual occurance in the U.S. Congress. Fortu
nately, many Members recognize the valuable 
contribution that these organizations make to 
our country and, as a result, efforts to termi
nate or cripple the NEA and NEH are usually 
unsuccessful. The reason that so many Mem
bers support funding for the NEA and NEH, in
cluding myself, is simple-the arts are impor
tant to the health and prosperity of all of 
American society and should be supported by 
the U.S. Congress. When we decide to appro
priate a teeny speck of our Federal budget to 
the NEA and NEH, only 65 cents per Amer
ican in 1993, these organizations are then 
able to expand these dollars and turn them 
into artistic appreciation and opportunities for 
millions of Americans. 

To determine whether the NEA and NEH 
have any positive impact on our constituents, 
only one needs to take a look around one's 
congressional district. In the Seventh Congres
sional District of Illinois, which I represent, stu
dents from Bellwood, Berkely, Maywood, Oak 
Park, River Forest, Westchester, Hillside, and 
Elmwood Park attended special concerts by 
the world-renown Chicago Symphony. The 
Community Television Network in Chicago re
ceived a grant to support the neighborhood 
video program which is targeted at young peo
ple who have dropped out of public schools 
and have little exposure to the arts. I could go 
on and on and I am certain that many of my 
colleagues also have many examples of activi
ties sponsored by the NEA and NEH in their 
districts. 

Mr. Chairman, the arts are good for America 
and for that simple reason, we should con
tinue to support Federal funding for the arts 
and oppose any efforts to cut NEA and NEH 
funding. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, 
I support the Interior appropriations bill before 
us today. It provides $13.2 billion to help pre
serve our important natural and biological re
sources. This bill funds the National Park Sys
tem, the National Wildlife Refuge fund, and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Americans 
are visiting our national parks and appreciating 
the natural beauty of our country in record 
numbers. Money for the Interior has been re
duced by $195 million less than last year, a 
reasonable reduction considering our national 
deficit. This cut will not hurt the ability of 
Americans to enjoy the natural assets of our 
country. 
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This bill comes close to home for my con

stituents because it provides the money need
ed to operate the Weir Farm National Historic 
site. Connecticut is proud of having been the 
summer home of the American impressionist 
painter J. Alden Weir. Volunteers and private 
donors have worked to make this park a place 
of beauty and historical meaning. I have intro
duced a bill to expand the boundaries of the 
Weir Farm Historic Site. Every member of the 
Connecticut delegation has cosponsored this 
bill. 

This bill also funds the National Endowment 
for the Arts. In no way do I support the offen
sive performances that have been funded by 
the NEA. At the same time, I realize that the 
vast majority of projects funded by the NEA 
are respected and worthwhile. I feel it is best 
to handle the NEA controversy by cutting the 
program, but not completely eliminating it. I do 
not understand why these few offensive 
projects get chosen for funding, and we in 
Congress need to make sure that this problem 
stops. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
to voice my opposition to a little-known provi
sion in the Interior appropriations bill that will 
effectively close an important research center 
in my district. With this language the Bureau 
of Mines Research Centers in Tuscaloosa, AL 
and Rolla, MO, the latter being in my district, 
will be closed over a 2-year period. This will 
happen under the guise of reorganization by 
the Bureau of Mines. In fact, this proposal is 
politically motivated and not based on sci
entific analysis. Furthermore, this proposal 
was done with hardly any input from rank-and
file employees of the Bureau of Mines. The 
proposed reorganization ignores the primary 
customer of the Bureau of Mines-the mining 
community. There is certainly no secret that 
this plan was put together with political consid
erations overriding any logical criteria. 

Closing the Rolla facility would be a serious 
mistake. It would not only irreparably harm this 
rural community, but it would significantly un
dercut the Bureau's own efforts in environ
mental research. In fact, the Rolla Research 
Center devotes 75 percent of its budget to 
waste remediation and reuse investigations. It 
is also my understanding that about half of the 
Bureau's expertise in environmental remedi
ation and pollution control and prevention-as 
related to mining and metallurgical problems
takes place at the Rolla Center. The Center 
has developed unique capabilities in the treat
ment of hazardous wastes through the use of 
innovative and selective systems to clean up 
contaminated sites resulting in clean soils plus 
valuable and usable byproducts. 

This administration has emphasized the im
portance of cleaning up our past environ
mental mistakes with regard to the mining 
community and other areas. Missouri, as well 
as other States across the country have seri
ous problems that must be addressed. The 
thrust of the Center's research is complimen
tary to the very ideals espoused by this ad
ministration. In my mind, the Bureau would 
better serve itself and the country by starting 
its reorganization efforts from the top down. 
The Bureau should first make cuts with the 
bureaucracy here in Washington, rather than 
with the people and the facilities in the field 
where the work and research is actually done. 

Mr. Chairman, Missouri produces about 94 
percent of the Nation's primary lead. The Roll 
Center is located approximately 60 miles from 
what's known as the New Lead Belt. The 
State is eighth in nonfuel minerals, with a min
eral value of $1.5 billion. It is home to eight 
lead, silver, zinc, copper, cobalt, and iron 
mines with three smelters and six mills. All 
told, the industry employs about 12,000 peo
ple from all over the State, but undoubtedly 
the majority of them make their home and 
their livelihood in my district. 

We in Missouri have benefited from our 
God-given natural resources. Lead which once 
contributed invaluably to the civilized world in 
the form of plumbing, shelter, and high-octane 
fuels, we now know to be a mixed blessing. It 
is still invaluable to us for the lead-acid battery 
found in every car and for extensive use in ra
diation shielding. Yet, it is a heavy-metal toxin. 
Research into its safe extraction and use is as 
necessary as research into stabilization and 
clean up of old waste piles and impound
ments-something that we have plenty of in 
Missouri. The Rolla Center is involved in this 
technology. 

The Center has worked closely over the 
years in coordination with the industry con
cerning some of the technologies I mentioned 
earlier. The industry in Missouri is strongly 
united in keeping the Center located in Rolla. 
Furthermore, the Center has worked closely 
with the USGS, the University of Missouri
Rolla-formerly the Missourian School of 
Mines-and State officials as well. I would 
challenge anyone to prove to me that the 
Rolla Research Center is not a ·good bang for 
the Federal buck. Furthermore, the Rolla 
Chamber of Commerce estimates that the 
economic value of the Center to this rural 
community is approximately $28 million-so 
for a little over $4 million of Federal funds, the 
Center is returning $28 million to the commu
nity in economic activity. 

Mr. Chairman, as I conclude, I want to also 
point out that the work being done by the Re
search Center is unprecedented. While it gets 
3 percent of the Bureau's research budget, it 
accounts for 30 percent of in-house R&D 
awards and 19 percent of the Bureau Center's 
awards overall. It would appear to me that the 
Center is doing something right. I seriously 
question the rationale and the criteria used by 
the Bureau of Mines to come to the conclu
sions it has reached regarding the Rolla Re
search Center. 

In my mind, a prudent and complete exam
ination of this plan will find that the Rolla Re
search Center is a good investment to guide 
us in future environmental technologies for the 
mining community. 

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of the bill. 

As chairman of the authorizing subcommit
tee with general jurisdiction over matters con
cerning the U.S. insular areas-including the 
smaller areas which receive special assistance 
through the Interior Department, I want to 
commend my friend and distinguished col
league, the chairman of the Interior Sulr 
committee, SIDNEY YATES, for his masterful 
work in putting this bill together. 

In particular, I want to express my apprecia
tion for his cooperation and sensitivity on sev
eral insular matters, especially a few which in-

valved both authorizing and appropriating 
committee responsibilities. 

One of these matters is the epidemic of vio
lent crime which in the territory that I am privi
leged to represent, the Virgin Islands. It has 
become so serious that it justifies special as
sistance. 

Much of it is due to the trafficking of illicit 
drugs from the outside through and in our is
lands. 

The brutality of some crimes has imperiled 
our tourism-based economy. But, more impor
tantly, violent crime rates which are far above 
the national average have substantially wors
ened the quality of life of every Virgin Islander. 

Our Governor, Alexander Farrelly, was real
istic enough to recognize that Federal re
sources are needed to help protect what in 
other ways is America's tropical paradise both 
for its people and our million visitors from the 
States each year. 

Mr. Chairman, I am particularly pleased to 
see that H.R. 4602 includes funding for Guam 
and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mari
ana Islands to partially offset the costs that 
have been incurred by these two insular areas 
since implementation of the Compact of Free 
Association With the Micronesian States. 

The Compact permits Micronesians open 
entry into the United States and insular areas. 
The law which actually defines the relation
ship, Public Law 99-239, included an amend
ment, which I and others authored, which au
thorized appropriations to cover the cost im
posed on the educational and other social sys
tems of insular governments by Compact mi
gration. 

The executive branch is supposed to cal
culate these costs and recommend appro
priate reimbursement; but the Interior Depart
ment's territories office, OTIA, has consistently 
tried to avoid the responsibility to pay for the 
costs by saying that it didn't know what the 
cost were. 

It also has tried to pass off the responsibility 
to calculate the costs to the insular govern
ments involved-and then disputed insular es
timates. 

The gentleman from Illinois has moved to 
end this ruse by rejecting funds for more 
studying of the matter-and proposing the 
funding that the law actually intends: To reim
burse the insular governments. I also want to 
note the role of the Delegate from Guam, 
ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD, in getting US to this 
point. 

The bill also includes another reimburse
ment intended by Congress in establishing 
free association with the Marshall Islands 
through another provision that some of us 
helped write. 

The Compact signed by a representative of 
President Reagan would have provided Fed
eral tax and trade law exemptions to encour
age economic activity in the Marshalls and Mi
cronesia-which had been little developed by 
OTIA economically but which would need to 
become more self-reliant under self-govern
ment. 

The incentive proposals were irresponsible, 
however. Outlandish loopholes that would 
have created tax havens were proposed. They 
would have provided greater encouragement 
for investment in essentially independent sov
ereign States than are provided in U.S. areas. 
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This House changed the provisions, still pro

viding a very attractive investment climate but 
not violating defensible policy. 

At the same time, we recognized that the 
peoples of the islands had been misled in ap
proving the compact on the economic benefits 
that it would bring. We also recognized the 
need to provide assistance for economic de
velopment. 

We added a number of Federal programs 
and capital to facilitate U.S. economic activity 
in the islands. Some of the capital was guar
anteed; other amounts were authorized. 

The bill includes a small portion of the funds 
we authorized to make up for what had not 
been done otherwise. 

There is one other matter that Chairman 
YATES and our committee have worked on 
which involves the freely associated states 
that I should mention. It concerns the safety of 
the atoll of Rongelap, contaminated by a U.S. 
nuclear weapons test 40 years ago, and the 
health and welfare of the atoll's people. 

In acting on the compact with the Marshalls, 
our committee insisted on a provision to com
mit our Nation to answer the people of 
Rongelap's questions about the seriousness of 
the contamination and take the measures nec
essary to overcome any problems. 

The distinguished chairman of the. full com
mittee, GEORGE MILLER, and I have fought to 
get these commitments implemented. 

We now know that there has been good 
reason for the concerns of the people of 
Rongelap-in spite of the assurances of safety 
provided by Federal bureaucrats. Way out of 
proportion cancer rates and heart-rendering 
birth defects prove that there is a problem. 

The bill includes a portion of the further 
funding that will be needed to address it. We 
expect that some of the additional funds will 
come through the Defense Department appro
priations bill due to the origin of the problem 
and also due to the understanding of our dis
tinguished colleague who chairs that sub
committee, JOHN MURTHA. Other funds will 
have to be provided later. 

Since all that needs to be done is still not 
clear, the funds-for cleanup and resettlement 
of Rongelap as well as other needs of the 
community-would be spent with the approval 
of OTIA. Given its record of relative insensitiv
ity to problem, however, we will also expect to 
be given adequate notice of the spending 
plans. This will provide us with an opportunity 
to act if bureaucrats against try to push the 
people back to the island before the problems 
are sufficiently dealt with. 

The people of Rongelap, who have been 
away from their homes for years now, can be 
more easily pressured to prematurely return 
because of the desperate conditions under 
which many are living in exile. We will expect 
their essential human needs to be met while 
they have to be away from Rongelap so that 
they can make truly free decisions about their 
future and they can live decently while a mess 
that our Government created is clean-up. 

Mr. Chairman, as Members may know the 
administration expects to enter into free asso
ciation with the last remaining part of the · Pa
cific Islands Territory that we have been re
sponsible for under an agreement with the 
United Nations-Palau-on October 1. This 
relationship is authorized to be implemented 

under a law and terms which I am very proud 
to have sponsored. 

The bill includes the appropriate funding for 
this compact. It also, however, includes funds 
which I and others recommended, to fulfill re
sponsibilities for developing these islands into 
self-reliance. 

In noting this, I want to also note that we 
will have to provide further funds for Palau if 
the compact cannot actually be implemented 
as agreed October 1. 

I also want to explain why the bill includes 
more special assistance than almost anyone 
had anticipated for the development of the one 
part of the Pacific Islands Territory that has 
become a part of the United States political 
family: The Northern Mariana Islands. 

Current law requires $27,720,000 in such 
assistance annually until this requirement is 
changed; but the law also contemplated a 
change after Congress considered rec
ommendations. OTIA recommended a $120 
million commitment of assistance from fiscal 
year 1994 to fiscal year 2000. 

We objected to a new commitment of spe
cial assistance without conditions related to 
the commonwealth's tax and alien labor poli
cies. The tax policies fail to meet the Com
monwealth's responsibilities for self-reliance. 

The alien labor policies have let in massive 
numbers of nonresident workers, imposing 
costs on public services and threatening the 
social fabric of the community. They have al
lowed too many nonresidents to be treated 
inhumanely. And they use low-paid, non
residents and the Commonwealth's free-trade 
relationship with the United States to unfairly 
compete with the garment industry in the 
States and other insular areas. 

OTIA hindered agreement on a commitment 
with conditions last year, so the will of the 
House was to provide no funds rather than 
special assistance without conditions. 

In spite of this, OTIA recently recommended 
a scaled-down package of assistance-$27 
million between fiscal years 1995 and 1996 
without real conditions. This was amazing in 
light of the insistence of Chairman MILLER and 
others that there be conditions. 

OTIA's proposal is, obviously, unacceptable 
and, thus, $27,720,000 will continue to be pro
vided. 

Mr. Chairman, in all of the Pacific issues I 
have mentioned, OTIA has performed dis
appointingly. The office, perhaps fortunately, 
also, though, has much less of a role than it 
once did. 

In fact, most of our frustrations with it relate 
to it interfering in areas outside of its real 
mandate in policies and programs which other 
agencies now handle directly with self-govern
ing insular areas. 

Further, OTIA will lose one of its most im
portant remaining missions when the Compact 
with Palau is implemented, scheduled, as I 
mentioned earlier, for October 1. While OTIA 
now oversees and subsidizes the Government 
of Palau, relations will then be conducted by 
a State Department Office and most assist
ance will then be provided on an automatic 
basis. 

OTIA once oversaw and subsidized the gov
ernments of all of the insular areas. But it now 
oversees none other than Palau and only sub
sidizes American Samoa with funds that in-

valve any substantial work on its part. Most of 
its work is in providing the special assistance 
that I have mentioned. 

In spite of this, OTIA spends a substantial 
amount of funds in ways that relate to its 
former role as an overseer of insular govern
ments and lead agency on matters concerning 
them. These expenditures especially involve 
intergovernmental liaison, travel, and the re
sponsibilities of other agencies. 

At the same time, it doesn't attend to its real 
areas of responsibility well. 

In case there is still any question about this, 
I want to mention an issue that is not covered 
by this bill because it doesn't require fund
. ing-but is one of OTIA's few remaining major 
responsibilities: Disposing of Water Island in 
the Virgin Islands. 

The disposal was complicated by a deficient 
lease that the Department entered into in 
1952. But legal complications arising from the 
lease really only involve a portion of the prop
erty and a settlement could have been worked 
out. 

We have done everything possible to help 
OTIA find its way, from hearings, to a law re
quiring a plan, to House passage of a proc
ess, to an agreement with the Senate chair
man on the parameters of a disposal. 

I have given guidance on every policy ques
tion; but OTIA has tied itself in legal and politi
cal knots. And a year and a half after the end 
of the lease, the island still has not integrated 
into the local community, hundreds of people 
involved are in limbo, and some of the most 
precious property under the U.S.-flag cannot 
be put to its best uses. 

OTIA's performance and reduced role does 
not justify the level of funds that have been 
provided for it. So, Chairman MILLER and I 
worked with Chairman YATES to reduce fund
ing for OTIA's own expenses, while increasing 
funding as appropriate to meet needs in and 
Federal responsibilities regarding the insular 
areas themselves. 

The reduction in the bill is the least that we 
believe should be agreed to. 

In conclusion, I want to commend Chairman 
YATES and the ranking member of the sub
committee, RALPH REGULA, for the continued 
support they have shown to the peoples of the 
U.S. offshore areas. I also want to note the 
work and cooperation of the staff, especially 
Kathy Johnson. 

I urge my colleagues to support this bill. 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to reaffirm 

my full support of the National Endowment for 
the Humanities and in opposition to any 
amendments which would weaken either pro
gram. Both endowments support artistic excel
lence and expanded opportunities for all 
Americans to experience and participate in the 
arts and humanities. 

Let me commend Chairman YATES of the In
terior Appropriations Subcommittee for bring
ing us a bill clearly within the discretionary al
location for both budget authority and outlays. 
As we all know, the country's budget problems 
are not due to discretionary spending pro
grams, particularly the important programs in
cluded in this bill. 

The NEA's budget is less than 2/10oths of 1 
percent of the Federal budget and $20 million 
less than the budget for military bands. 

Most endowment grants must be matched 
by nonfederal funds-from 1:1 to 1 :4-and 
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therefore generate significant revenue. For ex
ample, in 1992, the NEA awarded $123 million 
to 3,500 organizations. This resulted in gener
ating an estimated $1.4 billion in matching 
funds or ten times as much as the NEA 
awards themselves. This is an example of a 
sound Federal program. 

Investing in arts organizations creates jobs 
and more importantly, improves the quality of 
American lives. The NEA and NEH stimulate 
both private and public sector investment 
which further creates jobs and opportunities 
for both educational and enriching experi
ences. Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my col
leagues to support the NEA and NEH and to 
defeat the ill-conceived amendment attempting 
to weaken these programs. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, before I 
move that the committee rise, I just 
want to express the gratitude of myself 
and the members of our committee for 
the superb job that they did in con
ducting the administration of this bill. 
It was very well done. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that the com
mittee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with an amendment, 
with the recommendation that the 
amendment be agreed to, and that the 
bill, as amended, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. WISE] 
having assumed the chair, Mr. GLICK
MAN, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 4602) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior and re
lated agencies for the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1995, and for other 
purposes, had directed him to report 
the bill back to the House with an 
amendment, with the recommendation 
that the amendment be agreed to, and 
that the bill, as amended, do pass. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. MYERS 
OF INDIANA 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
in its present form, I am. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Motion to recommit offered by Mr. MYERS 

of Indiana: Mr. MYERS of Indiana moves to 
recommit the bill, H.R. 4602, to the Commit-

tee on Appropriations with instructions to 
that committee to report the same back to 
the House forthwith with the following 
amendment: 

On Page 50, line 11, strike $62,131,000 and 
insert $61,131,000. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes in support of 
his motion to recommit. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I will just take one minute to simply 
explain, this is a simple motion to re
commit, striking $1 million from the 
land acquisition account for the Forest 
Service for acquisition of some prop
erty in the district of the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN], in the 
Cherokee National Forest, and specifi
cally for the highlands of Roan. The 
local authorities say that it is going to 
take the land off the taxing base. The 
Forest Service has not adequately 
taken care of the land they do have. 
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It is a simple amendment. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I yield to the 

gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I have ex

amined the amendment. I have dis
cussed it with the gentleman from In
diana. We can accept this amendment. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the chairman. He has a good 
bill. With this, I will be able to vote for 
it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WISE). Without objection, the previous 
question is ordered on the motion to 
recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The motion to recommit was agreed 

to. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to the instructions of the House, I re
port the bill, H.R. 4602, back to the 
House with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: On Page 50, line 11, strike 

$62,131,000 and insert $61,131,000. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 338, nays 85, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barlow 
Barrett (Wl) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 

[Roll No. 272) 

YEAS-338 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
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Margolies-
Mezvinsky 

Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
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Sharp Sundquist Visclosky 
Shaw Swett Volkmer 
Shays Swift Walsh 
Shepherd Synar Waters 
Shuster Tanner Watt 
Sisisky Taylor (NC) Waxman 
Skaggs Tejeda Weldon 
Skeen Thomas (CA) Wheat 
Skelton Thomas (WY) Whitten 
Slattery Thompson Williams 
Slaughter Thornton Wilson 
Smith (!A) Thurman Wise 
Smith (NJ) Torkildsen Wolf 
Snowe Torres Woolsey 
Spratt Torricelli Wyden 
Stark Traficant Wynn 
Stenholm Tucker Yates 
Stokes Unsoeld Young (AK) 
Strickland Valentine Young (FL) 
Studds Velazquez 
Stupak Vento 

NAY8-85 

Allard Duncan Oxley 
Archer Ehlers Paxon 
Armey Emerson Petri 
Bachus (AL) Fields (TX) Pombo 
Baker (CA) Franks (NJ) Ramstad 
Baker (LA) Gekas Roberts 
Ballenger Grams Rohrabacher 
Barcia Hall(TX) Roth 
Barrett (NE) Hancock Royce 
Bartlett Hefley Santorum 
Barton Herger Sarpalius 
Bliley Huffington Schaefer 
Boehner Hunter Sen sen brenner 
Bunning Inglis Smith (MI) 
Burton Jacobs Smith (OR) 
Buyer Johnson, Sam Smith (TX) 
Callahan Kim Solomon 
Camp King Spence 
Coble Kingston Stearns 
Combest Klug Stump 
Condit Knollenberg Talent 
Cox Levy Tauzin 
Crane Lewis (KY) Taylor (MS) 
Crapo Manzullo Upton 
Cunningham McCollum Vucanovich 
DeLay McHugh Walker 
Dickey Miller (FL) Zimmer 
Doolittle Molinari 
Dreier Moorhead 

N.OT VOTING-11 
Bonior Lloyd Towns 
Clay Machtley Washington 
Dornan McCurdy Zeliff 
Gunderson Quinn 
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The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mrs. Lloyd for, with Mr. Quinn against. 
Mr. HANCOCK changed his vote from 

"yea" to "nay." 
Mr. LEWIS of Florida changed his 

vote from "nay" to "yea." 
So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, due to official busi
ness, I was not available for rollcall No. 270. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
"aye" on No. 270. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall vote 
269, I was unavoidably detained and was un
able to cast my vote. Had I been present, I 
would have voted "nay." 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 4602, DE
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1995 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that in the engrossment 
of the bill, H.R. 4602, the Clerk shall be 
authorized to make any necessary 
technical corrections. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WISE). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

WAIVING CERTAIN POINTS OF 
ORDER AGAINST H.R. 4603, DE
PARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, 
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1995, AND 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1994 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 461 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 461 
Resolved, That points of order against con

sideration of the bill (H.R. 4603) making ap
propriations for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and 
related agencies programs for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1995, and making sup
plemental appropriations for these depart
ments and agencies for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1994, and for other purposes, 
for failure to comply with clause 2(1)(6) of 
rule XI or clause 7 of rule XXI are waived. 
During consideration of the bill, all points of 
order against provisions in the bill or failure 
to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are 
waived except as follows: beginning with 
"notwithstanding" on page 3, line 18, 
through "Act," on line 19; beginning with 
"That" on page 36, line 16, through, "Pro
vided further," on page 37, line 6; and begin
ning with ": Provided" on page 48, line 25, 
through "Treasury" on page 49, line 4. Where 
points of order are waived against only part 
of a paragraph, any point of order against 
matter in the balance of the paragraph may 
be applied only within the balance of the 
paragraph and not against the entire para
graph. The amendment printed in the report 
of the Committee on Rules accompanying 
this resolution shall have precedence over a 
motion that the Committee of the Whole rise 
and report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, if 
the amendment is offered by a Member des
ignated in the report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN
SON] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
the purpose of debate only, I yield the 
customary 30 minutes to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], pend
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

During consideration of this resolu
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 461 is 
the rule providing for the consideration 
of H.R. 4603, the fiscal year 1995. appro
priations for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, and for the 
Judiciary and related agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule. The 
rule waives clause 2(L)(6) of rule XI, re
quiring a 3-day layover, and clause 7 of 
rule XXI, requiring that relevant print
ed hearings and report be available for 
3 days prior to consideration of a gen
eral appropriation bill, against consid
eration of the bill. 

In addition, clause 2 of rule XXI, pro
hibiting unauthorized appropriations 
or legislative provisions in a general 
appropriation bill, is waived against all 
provisions in the bill with certain ex
ceptions. This waiver, protecting cer
tain sections of the bill against points 
of order, is necessary because the bill 
contains appropriations for several 
agencies that have not yet been reau
thorized. 

The bill also contains a number of 
general provisions, many of which have 
been carried for several years. This 
waiver we believe is reasonable, espe
cially since the bill provides funding 
for agencies and activities for which 
authorizing legislation has not been fi
nalized. 

For example, authorization has not 
yet been enacted for most of the appro
priations items in the Department of 
Justice needed for the war on crime 
and drugs, including the FBI, the DEA, 
the INS, the U.S. attorneys, and the 
Byrne grants for State and local law 
enforcement assistance. 

In addition, the bill recommends over 
$2 billion in funding for programs in
cluded in the crime bill, which is cur
rently awaiting action by a conference 
committe ) 

Several lJro~rams under the Depart
ment of Commerce also await reau
thorization as do seve':'al independent 
agencies and cc missl.·m ..: , including 
the Federal Com1._ _ _ ·catio~ls Commis
sion and the Federal T - Commis
sion. 

Mr. Speaker, there are several exce -
tions to this waiver, as I mentioned al1 
of which are clearly defined in the rule. 
The exceptions were made at the re
quest of the authorizing committees 
with jurisdiction over those particular 
provisions; they are made in accord
ance with a longstanding tradition in 
the Rules Committee to honor such re
quests. The rule provides that if only a 
portion of a paragraph is protected, a 
point of order may lie only against the 
balance of the paragraph. 

The provisions which remain unpro
tected under the rule deal with the 
Anti-Car Theft Act of 1992, a provision 
dealing with the Securities and Ex
change Commission, and a provision 
dealing with user fees under the U.S. 
Travel and Tourism Administration. 

D 1550 
Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule pro

vides that the amendment printed in 
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the report to accompany the rule, if of
fered by the designated Member, Mr. 
TAYLOR of North Carolina, will have 
precedence over a motion that the 
Committee on the Whole rise. The 
amendment made in order limits funds 
from being used to implement, admin
ister, or enforce EEOC guidelines cov
ering religious harassment. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4603, the bill for 
which this rule provides consideration 
is a $26.6 billion appropriation for the 
Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, the Judiciary, and related 
agencies for fiscal year 1995. The bill is 
$1.2 billion below the President's re
quest and $36 million below the sub
committee section 602(b) allocation. 

A number of important programs are 
funded by this bill, including several 
for law enforcement and immigration, 
including substantial increases in the 
number of Border Patrol agents, which 
are among the most popular in Con
gress and the most important to our 
constituents. The committee is operat
ing under severe budgetary restraints 
and has, unfortunately, been unable to 
fund some of the programs many of us 
had hoped to see funded. 

As one Member who represents the 
area in Los Angeles that was hardest 
hit by the January earthquake, I would 
like to thank the committee for rec
ognizing the need to transfer the 
unspent money from the Transpor
tation account in the earthquake sup
plemental bill to the Small Business 
Administration. 

The SBA has been faced with an over
whelming number of applications for 
loans from residents and businesses in 
the area whose homes and companies 
were damaged or destroyed by this dis
aster. 

Mr. Speaker, we commend the new 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from West Virginia, Mr. 
MOLLOHAN, and his friend Mr. ROGERS, 
the ranking minority member, for 
their good work in bringing us a fis
cally responsible measure for financing 
some of the most visible and important 
agencies of the Government. We know 
this has been a very diffic _- ~ task for 
them under the budget constraints. 

Mr. Speaker, to repeat, this is an 
open rule, and I urge my colleagues to 
support it so that we may proceed to 
consideration of the bill as soon as pos
sible. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I begin by urging my 
colleagues to look closely at this bill
it is chock full of important programs, 
like immigration and border control 
and increased funding for prisons. And 
that is why I am disappointed that the 
arbitrary pressures of scheduling have 
forced the Rules Committee to waive 
the normal 3-day layover period and 
rush this bill to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems we are on a 
roll in the Rules Committee-for the 
sixth time this year we have an open 
amendment process on an appropria
tions bill. That is good news for Mem
bers and good news for taxpayers, be
cause it means we can make reductions 
where appropriate. But openness does 
not necessarily mean fairness and 
there is a disturbing aspect to the 
trend we seem to be setting. These ap
propriations bills are coming to the 
House floor through the Rules Commit
tee, under special protections and 
waivers even though appropriations 
bills should not have to go through the 
Rules Committee at all. But the Rules 
Committee has been meeting just 
about daily to crank out these special 
exceptions, which have the effect of 
making some Members of this House 
more privileged than others. You see, 
at the same time as we grant permis
sion to certain Members to violate the 
rules of this House, we are denying 
that same permission to the rest of the 
House membership. 

Some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle still do not seem to un
derstand the fairness argument. But we 
are being consistent in our request: Ei
ther do not waive the rules of the 
House for anyone, or waive the rules of 
this House equally for all Members. In 
today's case, the rules are waived for 
most of the bill as written-with a few 
exceptions for provisions that step on 
the toes of the chairmen of the Energy 
and Commerce and Ways and Means 
Committees. And, in a welcome sur
prise, the rules have been waived to 
allow our colleague, Mr. TAYLOR, to 
offer an amendment suspending the 
highly questionable new religious har
assment guidelines at the EEOC-these 
guidelines are outrageous and unwork
able and they should not be imple
mented. Your friendly government is 
telling you you must work in a reli
gious free environment. I congratulate 
Mr. TAYLOR for his persuasive testi
mony before the Rules Committee yes
terday. 

But the rules were not waived for 
other Members seeking the same op
portunity-the chance to have impor
tant and relevant matters addressed on 
this floor. For instance, the House will 
not consider an important shift in pri
orities-cutting money from the anti
trust division at Justice to ensure that 
sufficient funds are devoted to combat
ing violent crime. Mr. SCHIFF was 
turned down despite the excellent case 
he made that this President and most 
Americans have asked for more funding 
and attention to violent crime-not 
antitrust crime. And we will not con
sider an amendment pertaining to de
portation of felony criminals who hap
pen to be from Mexico, and who end up 
turned loose in society rather than 
taken out of society because of prob
lems with the law. LAMAR SMITH gave 
us a remedy. And we will not have a 

chance to consider a crucial amend
ment offered by the ranking member of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee, Mr. 
ROGERS, to cap the U.S. contribution to 
U.N. peacekeeping missions at 25 per
cent. This is a matter not just of U.S. 
funds, but also of U.S. involvement in 
potentially open-ended, ill-defined and 
dangerous multilateral peacekeeping 
adventures. 

I doubt most Americans know the 
bill for peacekeeping right now is 
about $1.25 billion. A billion of that is 
already owed. A quarter of a billion is 
out there prospectively for other ad
ventures that we may go into, things 
like Haiti that some of us do not think 
are such a great idea. 

Mr. Speaker, I am especially troubled 
that we will not consider three dif
ferent amendments dealing with Unit
ed States involvement with Haiti. Mr. 
LIVINGSTON and Mr. LIGHTFOOT raised 
this issue to ensure that United States 
troops do not get sucked into a quag
mire in Haiti. While some might say 
this bill is not the proper place for the 
Haiti debate-! warm my colleagues 
again that timeliness is a major issue 
here. 

We have significant indication that 
the administration is heading toward 
unilateral military intervention in 
Haiti-apparently at the will of the 
Black Caucus, Randall Robinson and 
Haitian exile President Aristide. In the 
words of one unnamed administration 
official: "We are no longer in the nego
tiating business." As U.N. official 
Dante Caputo noted in his now infa
mous memo cited by ABC News and the 
Wall Street Journal, the United States 
has actually served as "a brake to a 
diplomatic solution" in Haiti. Caputo 
also concluded that the administration 
considers an invasion of Haiti a 
''chance to show, after strong media 
criticism of the administration, the 
President's decisionmaking capability 
and firmness of leadership in inter
national political matters." Last 
month this House voted against mili
tary intervention in Haiti-a vote that 
was reversed after 2 weeks of heavy 
pressure on majority Members by their 
own leadership. With the House clearly 
divided on the issue of United States 
military invasion of Haiti, Members 
should be concerned that we may end 
up with troops in Harm's Way in Haiti 
in the coming weeks. That certainly 
makes the prospective peacekeeping 
funds in this bill, $222 million, which 
could be used for a Haiti operation, es
pecially relevant. But under this rule, 
we won't have the opportunity to de
bate that question unless a procedural 
motion to rise is defeated-a rare oc
currence on this floor. 

Mr. Speaker, the unfair nature of 
this rule is not just a partisan prob
lem-we were even prevented from ex
tending fairness to majority Members 
seeking flexibility in one of their 
amendments. Members should be 
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clear-just because something is la
beled an "open rule" does not make it 
fair or mean it is the best it can be. In 
this case, we have certainly come up 
short of that mark. 
ROLLCALL VOTES IN THE RULES COMMITTEE ON 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PROPOSED RULE ON 
H.R. 4603, COMMERCE, J USTICE, STATE, JUDI
CIARY APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1995, 
JUNE 22, 1994 
1. Rogers- An amendment providing that 

no funds in the bill may be used to pay more 
than 25% of a U.N. peacekeeping operation. 
Vote (Defeated 3-6):Yeas: Quillen, Dreier, 
Goss. Nays: Derrick, Beilenson, Frost, Hall , 
Gordon , Slaughter. Not Voting: Moakley, 
Bonior, Wheat, Solomon. 

2. Livingston-An amendment providing 
that U.S . troops may not be used against 
Haiti unless contingency plans for using U.S. 
troops against Cuba have been developed. 
Vote (Defeated 3-7): Yeas: Quillen, Dreier, 
Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson, 
Frost. Hall , Gordon , Slaughter. Not Voting: 
Bonior, Wheat, Solomon. 

3. Livingston-An amendment providing 
that no funds in this bill may be used to sup
port U.S. troops against Haiti unless contin
gency plans for using U.S. troops against 
Haiti have been developed. Vote (Defeated) 
3-7): Yeas: Quillen, Dreier, Goss. Nays: 
Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson, Frost, Hall , 
Gordon, Slaughter. Not Voting: Bonior, 
Wheat, Solomon. 

4. Lightfoot-An amendment to prevent 
peacekeeping funds from being used for a 
U.N. operation in Haiti including U.S. troops 
without first seeking authorization from 
Congress. Vote (Defeated 3-7): Yeas: Quillen , 
Dreier, Goss. Nays: Moakley , Derrick, Beil
enson, Frost, Hall, Gordon , Slaughter. Not 
Voting: Bonior, Wheat, Solomon. 

5. Smith (TX)-An amendme.nt providing 
that no funds in the bill may be used to re
turn to Mexico any Mexican national who is 
a prisoner convicted of a felony in the U.S. 
without a final order of deportation. Vote 
(Defeated 3-7): Yeas: Quillen , Dreier, Goss. 
Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beilenson, Frost, 
Hall, Gordon. Slaughter. Not Voting: Bonior, 
Wheat, Solomon. 

6. Schiff-An amendment to transfer funds 
from the Anti-Trust Division of the Justice 
Department to the U.S. Attorneys appropria
tion. Vote (Defeated 3-7): Yeas: Quillen, 
Dreier, Goss. Nays: Moakley, Derrick, Beil
enson, Frost, Hall , Gordon, Slaughter. Not 
Voting: Bonior, Wheat, Solomon. 

7. Condit/Thurman- An amendment to pro
vide $600 million to reimburse states for 
costs of incarcerating illegal aliens to be 
paid for by an across-the-board cut of 2.3 per
cent. Vote (Defeated 4-6): Yeas: Quillen, 
Dreier, Goss, Beilenson. Nays: Moakley, Der
rick, Frost, Hall , Gordon, Slaughter. Not 
Voting: Bonior, Wheat, Solomon. 

8. Adoption of Rule-Vote (Adopted 7- 3): 
Yeas: Moakley , Derrick, Beilenson, Frost, 
Hall, Gordon, Slaughter. Nays: Quillen, 
Dreier, Goss. Not Voting: Bonior, Wheat, 
Solomon. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. RoG
ERS], the distinguished ranking mem
ber of the subcommittee. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately I have to 
rise in opposition to the rule, and I do 
so reluctantly. 

The Commerce-Justice-State bill can 
be separated in to two parts in my 

mind. One is the peacekeeping for the 
U.N. portion of the bill, part 1; part 2 is 
the rest of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, overall I strongly sup
port the rest of the bill. But there is a 
grave deficiency with respect to the 
U.N. peacekeeping contributions that 
the United States is being asked to 
make that should concern every Mem
ber of this body and certainly every 
taxpayer in this country. This bill con
tains $1.2 billion to pay the bills the 
United Nations sends us for peacekeep
ing just for this year. Included in this 
amount is $670 million for a fiscal 1994 
supplemental appropriations bill em
bedded in the 1995 appropriation bill. 
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This fiscal 1994 supplemental, Mr. 

Speaker, is being paid for by using the 
savings the Congress voted last Feb
ruary as part of the supplemental ap
propriation to aid the victims of the 
Los Angeles earthquake. Where did 
those savings come from, Mr. Speaker? 
They came from very hard-earned sav
ings that Congress made, they came 
from popular domestic programs like 
education, low-income housing, among 
others. 

Also included in this bill is another 
$533 million for both fiscal 1994 and 1995 
U.N. peacekeeping bills handed to the 
United States by the United Nations. I 
would paint out that the $670 million in 
the 1994 supplemental as well as the $28 
million in the 1995 bill go to what the 
United Nations calls our arrearage to 
them, past-due bills they say we owe. 
There is only $222 million in the fiscal 
1995 bill for prospective peacekeeping 
operations and we all know that that 
will be insufficient. Why are we provid
ing all this money? Because the United 
Nations has sent us $1.1 billion in bills 
we have not appropriated and should 
not fully pay, in my view. And why 
should we not fully pay those bills? Mr. 
Speaker, because the number and the 
costs of peacekeeping missions voted 
by the United Nations have exploded 
without any regard for the budget con
straints that the U.S. Congress faces. A 
mere two missions existed just 6 years 
ago, just two peacekeeping missions. 
And now they number 16 for which we 
are assessed. The price tag, 6 years ago, 
was $30 million. Today it is $1.5 billion. 
And because the United Nations con
tinues to bill the American taxpayer 
for too much of these costs, the United 
Nations sends our taxpayers a bill for 
nearly one-third of the cost, 31.7 per
cent, and our allies do not pay enough. 
Japan is billed for only 12.5 percent, 
Germany for 8.9 percent, Great Britain 
for 6.4 percent, and China 0.9 percent. 
Is that fair burdensharing, I ask you? I 
do not think a single Member of this 
body could say, "yes." 

If we are going to give the United Na
tions a billion dollars, is it not time 
that the Congress demanded fairness? 
This bill does not do that. 

I asked the Committee on Rules to 
make in order an amendment to give 
us some fairness at the United Nations. 
My amendment would have kept the 
U.S. share at 25 percent at a savings to 
us of $214 million for use for other pri
orities, which we certainly have. The 
Committee on Rules refused. Now 
while I appreciate that the Committee 
on Rules made in order the Taylor 
amendment, and while I support the 
overall bill, Mr. Speaker, I cannot sup
port this rule. 

I reluctantly say that because I 
think the chairman and the sub
committee have done a very good job. 
But I rise to reluctantly oppose this 
rule. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT]. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule. I am disappointed, although 
not surprised, that the Rules Commit
tee has declined to grant the waiver 
Mr. LIVINGSTON and I requested with 
respect to an amendment concerning 
Haiti. 

The Lightfoot-Livingston amend
ment limits funds in the peacekeeping 
section of the Commerce, Justice, 
State, and the Judiciary appropria
tions bill from being used for a U.N. 
peacekeeping operation in Haiti, in 
which United States troops are to be 
deployed, without first seeking author
ization of Congress. For the House to 
consider this amendment we must now 
defeat a motion to rise and report at 
the end of consideration of the bill. 

I do not offer this amendment out of 
any disrespect to the new chairman of 
the Commerce Appropriations Sub
committee and my friend, Mr. MOLLO
HAN. He and HAL ROGERS have done a 
fine job in crafting a bill under dif
ficult financial circumstances. As Mr. 
ROGERS has said previously, remove 
the sections on U.N. peacekeeping and 
we have ourselves a good bill. 

But what an interesting brand of 
leadership the majority party brings 
this House. The leadership of the ma
jority routinely defies the President on 
matters like Bosnia, NAFTA, and 
China. However, when American lives 
are potentially at stake, they twist 
arms to reverse votes and evade their 
responsibility as members of the legis
lative branch. 

The Lightfoot-Livingston amend
ment does not prevent the President 
from committing the United States to 
acting unilaterally in Haiti. Nor does 
the amendment prejudge how this 
House would vote on such an invasion. 
But if the President decides time and 
policy allows the United States to 
work through the Security Council 
process, then time also allows for an 
authorization from Congress. By deny
ing Mr. LIVINGSTON and me the oppor
tunity to offer this amendment, the 
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majority party is clearly showing its 
lack of confidence in the President's 
ability to persuade the American peo
ple why we should invade Haiti. 

Let me also comment on the Rules 
Committee's decision to deny Mr. RoG
ERS the opportunity to offer his amend
ment to limit our contribution to 
peacekeeping operations to 25 percent 
of all U.N. peacekeeping expenses. The 
U.N. is headed down an expensive road 
and this administration is so enamored 
of multilateral solutions that it refuses 
to see the long-term costs and risks. 

For example, the U.N. has increased 
its peacekeeping staff by 99 percent in 
last 9 months. You can be sure the U.N. 
did not reduce staff in other parts of its 
operation to cover that increase. This 
administration now provides intel
ligence information to the United Na
tions on a regular basis, the only na
tion that provides such information ac
knowledged to come from its intel
ligence service. Most alarming of all, 
U.N. Ambassador Albright does not feel 
that U.S. personnel are at any special 
risk in peacekeeping operations. 

Frankly, there are other serious 
questions about the President's new 
peacekeeping policy. Despite the Presi
dent's allegedly tough new criteria, 
which are actually no different than 
the criteria announced at the Presi
dent's speech before the United Nations 
last fall, the United States has not 
voted against a ·single peacekeeping 
mission. 

Second, despite these new criteria, 
allegations have arisen that the United 
States vote-swapped peacekeeping 
votes in the security council with the 
French last fall. Although we have re
quested the U.S./U.N. cables which 
might clarify this situation, so far the 
administration, citing executive privi
lege, has refused to supply Congress 
with those cables. 

Finally, it appears that Colin Pow
ell's language to protect U.S. soldiers 
serving in the field in U.N. operations 
was removed at the request of Ambas
sador Albright after U.N. Secretary 
General Boutros Ghali objected. Again, 
attempts to clarify this situation have 
been stonewalled. 

I would hope this House, at the least, 
agrees that if we are going to deploy 
troops to Haiti, the people's elected 
representatives should be consulted be
fore our sons and daughters are placed 
in harms way. 

So I urge my colleagues to reject this 
rule and, if necessary, vote against the 
motion to rise at the end of this bill so 
this House can perform its constitu
tional duty with regard to Haiti. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for 
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to our friend, the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. COPPERSMITH). 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak because 
of a matter outside the scope of the bill 

to which this rule applies has a signifi
cant effect on an issue within the bill's 
scope. First, however, I wish to salute 
the subcommittee as well as its chair
man, because I believe no prior Con
gress and no prior administration have 
done so much to help with the serious 
problems of illegal immigration in the 
United States, particularly in the 
Southwest. 

The bill which we will take up follow
ing adoption of this rule provides for 
$54.5 million for up to 950 new and des
perately needed Border Patrol agents. 
This legislation recognizes that illegal 
immigration patterns may have 
changed, possibly as a result of a shift 
away from locations that received ad
ditional Border Patrol positions in fis
cal year 1994, the so-called bubble ef
fect. 

In Nogales, AZ, which did not receive 
supplemental new agents, we have seen 
a dramatic increase in undocumented 
immigrants and illegal border cross
ings. The resources we spend stemming 
illegal immigration at the border 
should pay great future dividends in 
the form of savings on medical, edu
cation, public safety, and corrections 
costs. 

However, we face another problem 
even with the adoption of this bill. To 
fund the INS at the level called for in 
this bill, the crime bill conferees must 
increase the authorization for the INS 
from the Crime Control Trust Fund by 
at least $185.4 million for fiscal year 
1995. 

A draft conference report circulated 
by the crime bill conferees indicates 
that out of the $30.2 billion in the pro
posed crime control trust fund, only 
$400 million over 6 years would be au
thorized for the INs-approximately 
$66.6 million for fiscal year 1995. 

The integrity of our immigration ini
tiatives will be seriously undermined 
without an adequate authorization 
from the pending crime bill. 

Today, I joined with 25 of my col
leagues in a letter to the crime bill 
conferees urging them to provide at a 
minimum $252 million in fiscal year 
1995 authorizations to the INS from the 
crime control trust fund. 

Given what I believe will be strong 
support for the Commerce, Justice, and 
State appropriations bill coming before 
us today, I believe the crime bill con
ferees can increase the INS authoriza
tion levels knowing that this Congress 
and the country stand behind them. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31/2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING
STON], a distinguished member of the 
committee. 
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

rise in opposition to the rule on the 
Commerce, Justice, State appropria
tions bill. The rule is allegedly open. 
Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the rules 

of the House do not allow funding limi
tation amendments unless the motion 
to rise is defeated, and that is a fact 
which confuses the issue so that we 
will not directly confront matters 
which, I believe, are extremely impor
tant. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT] and I requested waivers 
from the Committee on Rules so that 
we could offer our important amend
ment requiring congressional approval 
for a peacekeeping invasion in Haiti. 
Without waivers, which we did not get, 
the administration's plans for the inva
sion of Haiti may never receive ade
quate scrutiny by this Congress. 

President Clinton's administration 
has notified the United Nations that 
unless Mr. Aristide is reinstated, we 
may invade Haiti within a couple of 
months. In my opinion, Mr. Speaker, 
that is a very dangerous and ill-advised 
policy. If the President wants to use 
the United Nations as a tool to send 
United States troops to Haiti, he 
should have to seek authorization from 
Congress, just as President Bush did 
before the commencement of Operation 
Desert Storm. 

There is no United States strategic 
national interests at stake in Haiti. 
The Haitian military force would be 
easy to defeat. But what happens after
wards? Our troops will be vulnerable to 
mob attack, sniping and terrorism. 
Furthermore, the CIA has briefed Mem
bers of Congress, evidently, that 
Aristide is mentally unstable and 
prone to violence. Mr. Aristide is not 
worth risking a single U.S. life in uni
form. 

Lawrence Pezzullo, the ·former spe
cial adviser on Haiti for the Clinton ad
ministration, claims that the United 
States backed away from a plan for na
tional reconciliation in Haiti because 
of domestic pressure from supporters of 
Aristide. Writing in the Washington 
Post, Mr. Speaker, Mr. Pezzullo said: 

By abandoning the track of multilateral 
negotiations, which was forcing Haitians to 
take political responsibility for effecting 
change in their country, we have taken on 
full responsibility for Haiti's future. 

Mr. Speaker, we should not put Unit
ed States servicemen at risk so that 
President Clinton, by force of arms, 
can rescue his wholly failed policy of 
restrictive sanctions against the poor 
Haitians. The President should be re
quired to seek approval from Congress 
if he wants to put more United States 
lives on the line in a United Nations 
peacekeeping expedition to Haiti. 

Taking the administration's plans 
further, I think the administration 
could bring some much needed consist
ency to its foreign policy if it persists 
in this effort however. That is why I 
asked yesterday the Committee on 
Rules to make an amendment in order 
that, if the Clinton administration per
sists in its plans to invade Haiti, they 
should not stop there. They should go 
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forward and also invade Cuba in which 
all of the horrors of Haiti also exist 
and have existed for so many years 
since the takeover by Fidel Castro. 

Now I do not think we should invade 
Haiti or Cuba, but, if we are going to 
invade Haiti to restore democracy, we 
should do the same thing in Cuba. The 
Committee on Rules did not waive the 
rules necessary to offer this amend
ment obviously, or the one to force 
President Clinton to come to Congress 
before invading Haiti. I am not serious 
about the Cuban thing, but I do think 
and do believe that my colleagues 
should defeat this rule because, if it 
fails, they should defeat the motion to 
rise so that at least the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT] can offer 
our important amendment on Haiti, 
and maybe the President will come to 
Congress before he launches that ill-ad
vised invasion. 
AMENDMENT TO H.R. -, AS REPORTED (COM

MERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, AND JUDICIARY AP
PROPRIATIONS, 1995) OFFERED BY MR. LIGHT
FOOT OF IOWA 
At the end of the bill , add the following 

new title: 
TITLE VIII-ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 801. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used for the payment of 
any United States contribution for a United 
Nations peacekeeping operation. when it is 
made known to the Secretary of State that-

(1) such operation relates to Haiti; 
(2) military personnel of the United States 

will be deployed in such operation; and 
(3) such operation has not been specifically 

approved by the Congress. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] 
who had an amendment before the 
Committee on Rules yesterday. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] 
for yielding this time to me. I also rise 
to oppose this rule, and I also rise, as 
my colleagues have said before me, re
luctantly. 

Mr. Speaker, we have before us a pro
posed open rule, which is a welcomed 
development. We have seen several al
ready this year, and I commend the 
Committee on Rules on making that 
recommendation to us. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, the idea 
of an open rule, as has been stated, is 
not the only issue before us. It is not 
the only matter in which the Commit
tee on Rules can influence the outcome 
of a bill. The other issue is, as in the 
word used by the gentleman from Cali
fornia; it is in the word "protection." 
The Committee on Rules can offer pro
tection to the bill, or amendments, or 
parts of the bill. Protection of course 
in this context means protection from 
the otherwise rules of procedure in the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, I sought a protection in 
that I sought to be able to offer what 
should be two amendments and which 
will be two amendments as one amend-

ment. I am seeking to transfer funds 
from the Antitrust Division of the De
partment of Justice to the U.S. Attor
ney's Office. If my plan is adopted, the 
Antitrust Division will still get an in
crease in funds for the next fiscal year. 
They will get an increase of 5 percent 
instead of the 13 percent now rec
ommended by the subcommittee. The 
difference between 5 percent and 13 per
cent, which is about $5.5 million, will 
go to the U.S. Attorneys where their 
fight is against violent crime. 

Now, in order to put these together; 
in other words, in order to consolidate 
them so the Members would have one 
vote, yes · or no, on this idea, I needed 
to be allowed to offer an en bloc 
amendment. The Committee on Rules 
declined, and ordinarily I would walk 
away from that because no Member has 
a special right to special protection, 
even though, without this special pro
tection, my amendments could be con
fusing to Members because the first 
amendment would be just a cut in the 
Antitrust Division without a specific 
reference to where the money will go if 
that cut is granted, a · cut in the in
crease. Now, if that is all there were to 
it though, I would say these are the 
procedures that ought to be followed, 
but the rule is filled with protections 
for other parts of the bill and for an
other amendment. A number of provi
sions in the bill are protected against 
points of order. An amendment is being 
offered, an amendment that I believe I 
will support, that seems very reason
able under the circumstances. It is 
there because we have offered it 
through the Committee on Rules, a 
protection from the rules of the House. 

Instead, Mr. Speaker, the bill that is 
being presented on the floor is in viola
tion of the rules of a 3-day layover be
fore it is presented, and the whole 
point is, Mr. Speaker, that all Members 
should be on a level playing field. Ei
ther everyone who requests a reason
able protection on a rule of procedure 
should be granted that protection or 
nobody should be granted such protec
tion. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on Rules. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for yield
ing the time, and I rise to join him in 
opposing this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I am mindful of the fact 
that my friends on the other side of the 
aisle are about to start asking, "What 
is it that will make you Republicans 
happy?" 

Here we have a rule that permits all 
Members to exercise their right to 
offer amendments to cut or strike-and 
the one legislative amendment that is 
made in order is by a Republican. 

"So, what do you Republicans 
want?"-! can hear it now. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason why Repub
licans go before the Rules Committee 
to ask for legislative amendments on 
appropriations bills to be made in order 
is very simple: this is very often the 
only chance Members have to express 
the will of Congress concerning Federal 
agencies and programs. 

If this House focused as much effort 
on conducting the public's business, as 
it does on preserving the prerogatives 
and interests of the one-party Demo
crat leadership, we would not be faced 
with appropriations bills such as this. 

Fully 54 percent of the funds to be 
appropriated by this bill will go to 
agencies and programs that are acting 
without the cover of authorizing legis
lation. 

Fifty-four percent. That is more than 
$14 billion in this bill alone. 

That is not the fault of the appropri
ators. 

The gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. MOLLOHAN] and the gentleman 
from Kentucky, [Mr. ROGERS], and 
their subcommittee members have 
done the best they could with this bill 
and the funds they have to work with. 

The fault is with the one-party Dem
ocrat leadership that rules-and mis
rule&-this House. 

So, Republicans are going to con
tinue to ask for legislative amend
ments on appropriations bill&-for as 
long as large numbers of Federal agen
cies and programs continue to function 
without proper authorization because 
this House cannot do its job. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would, 
at least, like to thank the Rules Com
mittee for making in order the very 
important amendment to be offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr . . TAYLOR]. 

The proposed guidelines-mandate&
on so-called religious harassment in 
the workplace should not be enforced; 
indeed they should be trashed. 

The Senate evidently thinks so, by a 
vote of 94 to 0. And the House will be 
given an opportunity to be heard on 
this same question when the Taylor 
amendment is presented. 

There are several other important 
Republican-sponsored amendments 
that are not made in order under this 
rule: Amendments concerning the esca
lating costs of U.N. peacekeeping mis
sions; possible United States military 
intervention in Haiti; the financial 
burden on State governments that is 
caused by illegal immigration; and the 
crushing caseload that is being carried 
by Federal prosecutors. 

The issue of U.N. peacekeeping can 
be addressed, at least in part, by a 
straight amendment to cut. And I will 
offer such an amendment at the appro
priate time. 

But I do urge a "no" vote on this 
rule. A vote against this rule is a vote 
against the continuing abuse of power 
by the Democrat Party in this House. 
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] a 
member of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend from Sanibel for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as is more often than 
not the case, we are here talking about 
an issue of fairness. I know that my 
friend from California [Mr. BEILENSON] 
likes to refer to this as an open rule. It 
does call for an open amendment proc
ess. But the fact of the matter is, there 
are a great many items here that 
emerged from the Committee on Ap
propriations that require protection. 
By protection, it means that they can
not be struck down, because in the 
rule, we protect those items. 

So what it means is that members of 
the Committee on Appropriations are 
treated above the rest of our member
ship here. I think that that is a major 
mistake and it is a very serious attack 
on the whole prospect of allowing 
Members to be able to work their will 
on this issue. 

I would like to raise one particular 
item in this bill that concerns me as 
we proceed. We have reported out $1.2 
billion for the U.N. peacekeeping 
forces, and at the same time there is a 
reduction in funding for the National 
Endowment for Democracy. It seems to 
me as we look at this issue, the work of 
the National Endowment and Democ
racy has been so important in trying to 
encourage democratic expansion and 
free markets, that if we had a greater 
opportunity to expand the work of the 
National Endowment for Democracy, it 
would naturally follow that the neces
sity for numbers like $1.2 billion for 
U.N. peacekeeping forces would be re
duced. 

I urge a "no" vote on this rule. It is 
not fair. It in fact does impinge on the 
opportunity that Members who are not 
on the Committee on Appropriations 
should have, and I hope we reject it and 
come back down on the floor under the 
standard operating procedures. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to correct 
the gentleman to a certain extent. 
Anything that anyone finds objection
able in the bill can be got at by a mo
tion to strike. Under an open rule, ev
erything in this bill can be got at by a 
motion to strike. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF]. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased we will be 
allowed to consider the Taylor-Wolf 
amendment to the Commerce, Justice, 
State appropriations bill. 

The Taylor-Wolf amendment merely 
suspends any funding for the October 1, 
1993 proposed guidelines that all sides 
agree are flawed. All sides oppose the 

present language and this amendment 
does not restrain the EEOC from pro
ceeding on refining and improving new 
guidelines and does not stop the EEOC 
from proceeding on religious harass
ment cases under title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act. 

The ACLU: 
Under the guidelines as originally pro

posed, an employer could conclude that the 
mere utterance of a religious reference or 
the sighting of a religious symbol, if offense 
to a single employee, must be expunged from 
the premises. 

The American Jewish Congress: 
There is a danger that the guidelines will 

be used by some to justify suppression of le
gitimate religious speech in the workplace. 
There is, indeed, already evidence that the 
fear of lawsuits alleging religious harass
ment has already done so, as employers put 
prophylactic measures into effect in order to 
ward off potential religious harassment 
suits* * *. 

Gary Bauer of the Family Research 
Council: 

The guidelines broaden employer liability 
for religious harassment to the point where 
it would be rational for an employer simply 
to impose a religion-free workplace * * * 
many of our constituents are very concerned 
that they will be forced to remove religious 
calendars, take the Bible off their office 
shelf, stop wearing a cross or a star of David 
* * * 

A major airline has already issued 
guidelines stating that all personnel 
are not to: 

Posses nor display, in any manner on * * * 
premises any material which may be con
strued by anyone to have racial, religious, or 
sexual overtones, whether positive or 
negative* * *. 

In the majority of workplaces the 
employer does not independently know 
the religious beliefs of employees and 
should not be· required to abide by such 
an overly broad standard that would 
force employers into a religious-free 
zone at the workplace. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
for the RECORD. 

THE CHRISTIAN LIFE COMMISSION OF 
THE SOUTHERN BAPTIST CONVEN
TION, 

June 22, 1994 . 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: I'm writing to urge 

you to oppose the motion to rise on the Com
merce, Justice, State, and Judiciary Appro
priations Bill in order for the House to be 
able to consider Taylor/Wolf amendment. As 
you know, this amendment would deny fund
ing to the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission for the purpose of implement
ing, administering or enforcing the guide
lines covering harassment in the workplace 
based on religion. 

The Christian Life Commission is the pub
lic policy and religious liberty agency of the 
Southern Baptist Convention-America's 
largest Protestant denomination with 15.4 
million members in more than 38,400 con
gregations nationwide. 

On June 20, I sent a letter to Representa
tive Wolf to inform him of our support for 
his amendment. We have now learned that 
the Taylor/Wolf amendment may be impeded 
from consideration due to parliamentary 
rules. 

Last week the Southern Baptist Conven
tion in its annual meeting overwhelmingly 
adopted a resolution which warned that the 
guidelines "pose a grave risk to religious 
freedom in the workplace." The resolution 
urged, " religion should be deleted from the 
proposed guidelines and that the subject of 
religious harassment should be addressed 
separately in the guidelines on religious dis
crimination. " 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you 
of our position that the motion to rise on 
this appropriations bill will be regarded by 
our organization as the critical vote on 
whether the House of Representatives op
poses the EEOC proposed guidelines on reli
gious harassment. 

Please support the Taylor/Wolf amend
ment-by opposing the motion to rise-and 
protect religious liberty in the workplace. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES A. SMITH, 

Director of Government Relations. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, June 22, 1994. 
SUPPORT TAYLOR-WOLF AMENDMENT 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: You may have received a 
letter recently from the ACLU, the People 
for the American Way and some religious 
groups regarding an amendment that we in
tend to offer to the Commerce, State, Jus
tice Appropriations bill this week. This let
ter mischaracterized the reach and scope of 
the amendment we will be offering. 

Our amendment will merely limit the 
funding for the EEOC's proposed guidelines 
of October 1, 1993 covering religious harass
ment in the workplace. The amendment 
reads as follows: 

" None of the funds made available in this 
Act may be used to implement, administer, 
or enforce any guidelines of the Equal Em
ployment Opportunity Commission covering 
harassment based on religion, when it is 
made known to the Federal entity or official 
to which such funds are made available that 
such guidelines do not differ in any respect 
from the proposed guidelines published by 
the Commission on October 1, 1993 (58 Fed. 
Reg. 51266) 

The amendment applies to the October 1, 
1993 proposed guidelines only. It is a very 
narrow amendment. It would prevent the im
plementation during the next year of the 
proposed guidelines that virtually all sides 
agree are misguided. This amendment would 
not prevent religious harassment claims 
from being pursued at the EEOC; it would 
only prevent these proposed guidelines from 
being used to do so. 

If you have any questions regarding this 
amendment please call Caroline Choi (x56401) 
or Barbara Comstock (x55136). 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES TAYLOR, 
FRANK R. WOLF, 

Representatives. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington , DC, June 22, 1994. 

RELIGION-FREE-''WORKPLACE REALITY'' 
"Rather than wasting critical time resolv

ing these conflicts * * * all personnel are re
quested to observe the following guidelines: 

"Technical operations personnel snould 
not possess nor display, in any manr ~r. on 
* * * premises, any material which n .ay be 
construed, by anyone, to have racial, reli
gious, or sexual overtones, whether positive 
or negative, or which contain or suggest pro
rani ty or vulgarity. 
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"Supervisors are requested to conduct 

periodic inspections to ensure that all areas 
are clear of material * * *-Delta Airline 
guidelines, January 1994. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: A " religion-free" work
place is what is threatened by the EEOC pro
posed guidelines. The above guidelines have 
already been promulgated by a major airline 
under the current climate on this issue. (See 
memo on back.) 

The " Taylor-Wolf" amendment rejects this 
notion that the workplace must be " religion 
free" and that supervisors must be engaged 
in " periodic inspections" to clear out Bibles 
or other religious items an employee might 
have at work just because they might be "of
fensive" to one employee. Religious freedom 
is a fundamental right enshrined in the First 
Amendment of our Constitution; it cannot be 
regulated away and should not be attempted 
by any government agency. 

The " Taylor-Wolf" amendment will pre
vent the EEOC from using any funds to im
plement the guidelines as proposed on Octo
ber 1, 1993. These proposed guidelines have 
been criticized as unduly broad by those 
across the ideological spectrum. 

If the Rules Committee does not protect 
this amendment from a point of order, it will 
be necessary to DEFEAT THE MOTION TO 
RISE in order to consider and vote on this 
amendment. We would appreciate your sup
port in this effort to ensure religious free
dom in the workplace. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES STENHOLM, 
FRANK R. WOLF, 
CHARLES TAYLOR, 
BUCK MCKEON. 

Representatives. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, June 22, 1994. 
DEAR COLLEAGUE: Earlier today, leading 

NASCAR drivers came to Congress to express 
their support for. the Taylor-Wolf amend
ment to the Commerce, Justice, State Ap
propriations bill. Their statement is re
printed below. 

We urge you to support the Taylor-Wolf 
amendment when the House takes up the ap
propriations bill tomorrow. If the Rules 
Committee does not make the amendment in 
order it will be necessary to DEFEAT THE 
MOTION TO RISE in order to vote on this 
amendment. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES TAYLOR, 
FRANK R. WOLF, 

Representatives. 

LEADING NASCAR DRIVERS SUPPORT TAYLOR
WOLF AMENDMENT TO STOP EEOC's AT
TEMPT TO CURT AIL RELIGIOUS LIBERTY 
Statement by: Darrell Waltrip, Ernie 

Irvan, Hut Stricklin, Jr., Lake Speed, Don 
Miller, and Max Helton. 

The professional racing community, like 
many others in professional sports, partici
pate in a number of religious activities in 
the workplace. Chapel services prior to Sun
day races are an important part of our lives. 
Of necessity these services must take place 
within the confines of our somewhat unusual 
workplace. 

We believe we speak for the vast majority 
of the drivers and other members of the rac
ing community, as well as the sentiment of 
most of our millions of fans, when we say 
that we find any limitation upon our reli
gious liberty to be absolutely unacceptable . 

It is for this reason that we urge the Con
gress of the United States to pass the Tay-

lor-Wolf Amendment to the budget bill 
which funds the EEOC and other agencies. 
The EEOC regulations, which are the target 
of this Amendment, have been criticized by 
religious and legal organizations from all 
sides of the political perspective. And in a 
non-binding vote last week , the Senate voted 
94 to 0 to urge the EEOC to delete the so
called religious harassment guidelines from 
its proposed order. 

We are here today to make sure that the 
EEOC's efforts which would curtail our reli
gious liberty are stopped by binding legisla
tion. Our freedoms are too precious to be left 
to non-binding votes alone. We want protec
tion that is effective and that is why we urge 
the House to pass the Taylor-Wolf Amend
ment. 

A major airline has already implemented 
the proposed guidelines by banning all reli
gious speech whatsoever from the workplace. 
Legal departments of other agencies may 
reach similar conclusions. And it doesn't 
take a first class pit mechanic to understand 
that some Federal judge somewhere might 
eventually rule that any discussion of reli
gion or display of religious symbols or mate
rials violates the EEOC's rules. 

No one favors true religious harassment. 
We are informed such harassment is already 
made illegal by Title VII and other federal 
laws. But voluntary chapel services, Bible 
studies, religious symbols, and discussions of 
the gospel and other religious topics among 
adults in the workplace would be threatened 
if these EEOC guidelines are allowed to be
come final. 

In an effort to strain out the last gnat of 
religious harassment, the EEOC appears 
ready to swallow up major portions of our re
ligious liberty. We are unwilling to remain 
in the stands when our liberty is at stake . 
The EEOC needs to have the brakes applied 
to this effort. And we hope that Congress 
will bring this sorry episode of big govern
ment intrusion upon our liberties to a 
screeching halt. 

U.S. CATHOLIC CONFERENCE, 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, 

Washington , DC, June 13, 1994. 
DOUGLAS A. GALLEGOS, 
Chairman, Office of Executive Secretariat, 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commis
sion, Washington, DC 

DEAR MR. GALLEGOS: The United States 
Catholic Conference (" Conference") submits 
the following comments in response to the 
notice of proposed rulemaking regarding 
Guidelines on Harassment Based on Race, 
Color, Religion, Gender, National Origin, 
Age , or Disability (" Guidelines"). 58 Fed. 
Reg. 51266(1993) (comment period extended to 
June 13, 1994. 59 Fed. Reg. 24998 (1994)). The 
Conference advocates and promotes the pas
toral teaching of the U.S. Catholic Bishops 
in many diverse areas of the nation's life, in
cluding the free expression of religious ideas 
and fair and equal opportunity in employ
ment. The Conference is also an employer, as 
are the tens of thousands of Catholic institu
tions throughout the country. Thus, the Con
ference has analyzed the Guidelines from the 
dual perspectives of advocate for religious 
freedom and religious employer. 

However, well-intentioned, in the area of 
religious harassment, the Guidelines need 
substantial revisions. In their present form , 
the Guidelines (i) create confusion which 
will have a chilling effect on religious ex
pression in the workplace, (ii) fail to distin
guish between secular employers and reli
gious employers, and (iii) do not take into 
account the Supreme Court's recent decision 

in Harris v. Forklift Systems, Inc., 114 S. Ct. 
367 (1993). Each of these three factors is dis
cussed in more detail below. 
CHILLING EFFEIJT ON RELIGIOUS EXPRESSION IN 

THE WORKPLACE 
Plainly words, gestures, and other conduct 

designed to communicate negatively against 
a person on account of religion is harassing 
and illegal. What separates this actionable 
behavior from protectable behavior is intent. 
Employees deserve, in clear cases, the bene
fit of the law against the insults of others, 
when that behavior seeks to punish or coerce 
the employee on account of religious belief. 
For this reason , the Conference believes it 
appropriate to include " religion" in the cat
egories of protected classes in the EEOC 
Guidelines. Excluding religion at this point 
could very well communicate the wrong con
clusion, namely, that religion is less worthy 
of protection. 

The difficulty for the EEOC is that positive 
actions about religion, including expression 
of personal belief, is at the core of the values 
protected by the Free Exercise Clause. The 
Guidelines do not allude to this distinction, 
although it is very real and, we submit, the 
cause (in part) of the recent confusion over 
these Guidelines. Without support for con
stitutionally protected religious speech, the 
Guidelines invite contentious behavior or 
employee zeal in creating a " religion free " 
environment, despite the Constitution. 

Employers generally are pragmatic and 
cost-conscious. They like to avoid con
troversy and reduce expenses. One way to 
achieve these goals is by adopting policies 
designed to avoid costly litigation. In their 
present form, the Guidelines are likely to 
cause some employers to overreact and adopt 
workplace rules that will suppress religious 
expression on the part of employees and su
pervisors. By choosing to sanitize work
places from religious expression, some em
ployers will undoubtedly hope to avoid prob
lems generated by those employees who 
might complain about religious expressions 
of others. This draconian approach is not far
fetched-it has been reported that a major 
airline adopted just such an approach in re
action to the Guidelines. 

Two factors primarily contribute to the 
Guideline's potential chilling effect on reli
gious expression. First, the use of subjective 
and ambiguous terms (such as " denigrate", 
" aversion, " " offensive" ) without concrete 
examples will only confuse employers. Sec
ond, the Guidelines do not even acknowledge 
the First Amendment rights of employees 
and employers to the free expression of reli
gious ideas, either in words or through con
duct. The Guidelines ' emphasis on the al
leged victim's perspective, see 1609.1(c), does 
not inform employers that other employees 
also have rights. An employer that sanitizes 
its workplace in response to the Guidelines 
may very well find itself in violation of Title 
VII by discriminating against employees who 
may, for example, wish to wear religious 
symbols, have religious pictures or materials 
at their work stations, or discuss religious 
issues. In short, the Guidelines need to be 
more balanced in areas involving religious 
expression. 

The Guidelines can be improved in several 
ways to decrease their potential chilling ef
fect on religious expression. First, reduce the 
number of ambiguous and subjective terms. 
They confuse, rather than clarify, matters 
for employers. Second, expressly state in the 
Guidelines that employees have rights to 
free religious expression that employers need 
to balance in adopting policies. Employers 
need to know that, if they overreact, they 
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may find themselves in violation of Title 
VII. Finally, providing concrete examples of 
what is and what is not religious harassment 
would help employers immensely in under
standing their Title VII responsibilities. This 
could be done with specific descriptions of 
actual situations, or by including questions 
and answers as was done in the case of the 
Pregnancy Discrimination Act, see Appendix 
to 29 C.F.R. Part 1604. 

RELIGIOUS EMPLOYERS 

Congress accorded religious employers spe
cial treatment in Title VII. Title VII has two 
provisions exempting religious organizations 
for activities which, if engaged in by secular 
employers, could constitute religious dis
crimination under Title VII. See 42 U.S.C. 
§§2000e-1, 2000e-2(e)(2). With regard to sec
tion 2000e-1, the U.S. Supreme Court noted 
that the exemption " is rationally related to 
the legitimate purpose of alleviating signifi
cant governmental interference with the 
ability of religious organization to define 
and carry out their religious missions." Cor
poration of the Presiding Bishop versus 
Amos, 483 U.S. 327, 339 (1987). Title VII does 
not require religious organizations to em
ploy individuals who act contrary to the reli
gious beliefs of the organization. See Little 
versus Wuerl, 929 F . 2d 944 (3rd Cir. 1991). It 
should be noted that the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990 also contains exemp
tions for religious organizations. 42 U.S .C. 
§12113(c) (1) and (2) . The Guidelines, however, 
do not even acknowledge the distinction be
tween religious employers and secular em
ployers. 

The failure to acknowledge this distinction 
invites litigation to test whether the Guide
lines or the exemptions control in particular 
situations. Although it might seem an obvi
ous legal principle that statutes trump regu
lations (and certainly guidelines) , some 
might even assert the Guidelines are an 
ultra vires action of the EEOC in not even 
noting the statutory exemptions. It is not 
too farfetched in this society to speculate 
about re-litigation of Amos as a religious 
harassment case. In that case, pressure was 
brought to bear on the gymnasium employee 
to correct his status vis-a-vis his church. 
The Guidelines invite their interposition as a 
defense against exempt behavior, a "non-ad
herent's veto" . A simple reference to the 
preservation of the exemption would be of 
great assistance. 

Beyond this scenario, there are other dif
ferences between a General Motors and a 
Catholic seminary, with regard to environ
ment. Both are employers subject to Title 
VII. Many religious organizations will have 
religious symbols and artwork throughout 
their facilities . Often they may have reli
gious activities during the workday. Title 
VII does not require a religious organization 
to change its religious mission activities be
cause an employee may be offended by some 
aspect or another of his environment. It is 
not beyond the realm of possibility that 
some disgruntled employee might attempt to 
utilize the Guidelines to exercise a heckler's 
veto over the legitimate activities of reli
gious organizations. See May 2, 1994 Press 
Release of American Atheists (calling for a 
strict standard of no religion in the work
place). The Guidelines' emphasis on the vic
tim's perspective exacerbates this concern, 
as does the reality that there is constant 
litigation attempting to drive religion out of 
the public square . 

The Guidelines must acknowledge the stat
utory exemptions for religious employers in 
Title VII. Religious employers must be al
lowed to conduct their operations and activi-

ties in a manner consistent with their reli
gious beliefs and practices. 

HARRIS VERSUS FORKLIFT SYSTEMS, INC. 

After the EEOC published its Guidelines , 
the U.S. Supreme Court decided Harris ver
sus Forklift Systems, Inc ., 114 S. Ct. 367 
(1993). There are some apparent inconsist
encies between the Guidelines and the Harris 
decision . These include the following: 

1. Quoting an earlier opinion the Court 
said that the " mere utterance of an epithet 
which engenders offensive feelings in an em
ployee" does not implicate Title VII. Harris 
at 370. The Guidelines suggest otherwise in 
footnote 4. 

2. The Guidelines adopt a purpose or effect 
standard, see section 1609.1(b)(l)(i) and (ii), 
while the Court adopted an objective and 
subjective standard, Harris at 370. 

3. The Guidelines incorporate into the rea
sonable person standard the victim's per
spective (relying of the " reasonable woman" 
standard adopted in 1991 by the Ninth Circuit 
in Ellison versus Brady, 924 F.2d 872) . The 
Court in Harris used only a reasonable per
son standard, Id. at 370. While a reasonable 
woman standard may be appropriate in the 
sexual harassment context, its utilization in 
religious harassment cases may be unwork
able. The religious affiliations of employees 
is not readily apparent to employers in con
trast to gender. The multiplicity of religious 
denominations and sects further complicates 
the matter. How will an employer or the 
EEOC determine the perspective of the " rea
sonable" Catholic, Methodist, Jew, Muslim, 
etc.? 

The Conference recommends that the 
EEOC review the Guidelines in light of Har
ris and make adjustments where appropriate. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION FOR 
FUTURE RULEMAKING 

While the Conference is recommending 
substantial revisions in the Guidelines, we 
do recognize that religious harassment can 
and has occurred. It is a proper area of con
cern for the EEOC. If handled appropriately, 
guidelines could be helpful to employers and 
employees alike. Therefore, we are not rec
ommending that the EEOC withdraw from 
all efforts to address religious harassment 
through guidelines. 

The task of balancing the free religious ex
pression rights of employers and employees 
in the workplace with Title VII 's goal of pro
tecting employees from illegal religious har
assment is a delicate one, as is evidenced by 
the enormous response to the Guidelines. 
For the reasons discussed above, we rec
ommend that the EEOC address the distinc
tive nature of religious issues. We rec
ommend that, given the diversity of opinions 
and the sensitive issues involved, that any 
future guidelines on religious harassment be 
published again in proposed form for public 
comment before they are finalized. Where 
important First Amendment liberties are in
volved, it is more important that guidelines 
are done correctly than quickly. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit 
these comments. 

Sincerely, 
MARK E. CHOPKO, 

General Counsel. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to address 
the point that has been made by the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] 
about EEOC, the religion-free environ
ment problem. Some would say why do 
we bother to have these hearings at the 

Committee on Rules; it is all cut and 
dried and not worth going up there. Let 
me tell you, it was worthwhile. We had 
wonderful testimony yesterday. A lot 
of people were shocked to find out that 
in this place here, where we are now 
working-at least we think we are 
working, and I hope most people think 
we are, I feel we are-we would be in 
violation of that rule because of the in
scription over the Speaker's chair that 
says "In God we trust." This is not a 
true religion-free workplace. 

Now, that is an absurdity I think 
that most of America would say, 
"Come on, will you people please get 
real here?" And that is what we are 
trying to do. I think the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR], 
bringing this process forward through 
the Committee on Rules, showed just 
how ridiculous some of these rules and 
guidelines have become. It is an area of 
unintended negative consequences, a 
good idea that went wrong. 

I feel that that kind of thing does, in
deed, deserve to be noticed, as it has 
been pointed out, and corrected. But, 
more important than that, the Com
mittee on Rules hearing process does 
work, because that is how we got to 
this point. So there is hope. 

Mr. Speaker, I also wanted· to point 
out that we have a difference between 
an open rule and a fair rule. How we 
keep a rule open is one thing, and I 
congratulate the majority for helping 
us on that. How we make it fair, the 
way we protect things, is another mat
ter. And that is the area of our opposi
tion. It is merely in the protection and 
the inequity, the unequal treatment, 
the double standard for some Members 
as opposed to others. That is what we 
are asking that we change. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 45 seconds to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WISE). The gentleman from Illinois is 
recognized for 2 minutes and 45 sec
onds. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, 
Chicagoans have been following some 
of EEOC's work through the Chicago 
Tribune and Mike Royko's columns 
and they are mad. And they have a 
right to be mad. A Government agency 
which is charged with the important 
role of enforcing the laws against job 
discrimination is proceeding, at least 
in one case, in a way that is just in
credible. 

Recently in Chicago, a restaurant 
owner, Hans Morsbach was notified by 
the EEOC in writing that he was guilty 
of hiring discrimination. The letter 
charged that he placed an ad with a 
hiring agency for someone who was 
"young" and "bub," and thus is guilty 
of age discrimination. 

According to the Tribune, Morsbach 
was informed by EEOC that he must 



14228 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 23, 1994 
now hire four people over the age of 40, 
give them back pay and seniority, and 
post a notice in his restaurant stating 
that he will no longer discriminate be
cause of age. The EEOC has decided he 
is guilty and determined his sentence 
and if he does not comply, he will be 
hauled into court and must hire an at
torney to defend himself. What really 
galls, however, is that he is prevented 
from knowing anything about the gen
esis of the charge against him. EEOC 
refuses to give any information on this, 
citing confidentiality. 

Well, Morsbach didn't place any such 
ad with a hiring agency and his hiring 
record is excellent-he has employed a 
diverse group of individuals in his res
taurant. Morsbach doesn't know what 
hiring agency is involved, when the in
cident occurred, or what the word 
"bub" means. Regardless, Morsbach 
must invest time and resources into his 
defense when he goes to court to prove 
his innocence. 

Mr. Speaker, this is crazy, crazy that 
out of the blue comes a charge the ac
cused knows nothing about, crazy that 
the agency deems him guilty but at the 
same time refuses to tell him anything 
about the charge, and crazy that his 
only recourse is an expensive court 
proceeding. 

This is an important agency charged 
with the role of protecting the civil 
rights of employees and protecting 
them against discrimination.· But in 
this case, and apparently many others, 
it proceeds like the Spanish Inquisi
tion. 

Mr. 
yield 
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BEILENSON. Mr. 
myself such time 

consume. 

Speaker, I 
as I may 

In concluding, let me remind my col
leagues that this is in fact an open 
rule. The waivers that are included are 
there to protect agencies without au
thorization which I believe most of us 
are fully supportive of and for some 
general provisions which have been 
carried in this and similar bills for a 
great many years and which I think 
most, if not all Members, are support
ive of. While they are protected against 
possible points of order, as our friends 
on the other side of the aisle have 
pointed out ad nauseam, they are all 
also still subject to a motion to strike. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge our colleagues to 
support this very fair rule. It is in fact 
a fair rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time, I yield back the bal
ance of my time, and I move the pre
vious question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

WISE). The question is on the resolu
tion. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the grounds that a 

quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 243, nays 
177, not voting 14, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 

[Roll No. 273] 

YEAS-243 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Holden 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Ins lee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 

Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Rahal! 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Saba 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (!A) 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Waters 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Whitten 

Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Clinger 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 

Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 

NAY8-177 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Horn 
Houghton 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 

Yates 

Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santo rum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Sen sen brenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (Mi l 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Talent 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torkildsen 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-14 
Clay 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Gunderson 
Kaptur 

Lloyd 
Machtley 
McCurdy 
Quinn 
Rangel 
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Towns 
Washington 
Watt 
Zeliff 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Miss Collins of Michigan for, with Mr. 

Quinn against. 
Messrs. LEWIS of California, 

McKEON, and BUYER changed their 
vote from "yea" to "nay." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
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may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 4603, and that I be permitted to in
clude tabulations, charts, and other ex
traneous material. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WISE). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, 
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1995, AND 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA
TIONS, 1994 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the bill (H.R. 4603) making ap
propriations for the Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju
diciary, and related agencies programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1995, and making supplemental appro
priations for these Departments and 
Agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes; 
and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that general 
debate be limited to not to exceed 1 
hour, the time to be equally divided 
and controlled by the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] and myself. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
MOLLOHAN]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4603, 
with Mr. BROWN of California in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the bill was 

considered as having been read the first 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani
mous consent agreement, the gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. MoL
LOHAN] will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. ROGERS] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN]. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LA
FALCE]. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the Appro
priations Committee and the Subcommittee on 
Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary, for 
their assistance in supporting four projects in 
western New York which I brought to their at
tention earlier this year. In particular, I want to 
thank Chairman OBEY and Chairman MOLLo
HAN for their support in this regard. These four 
proposals are referenced in the committee re
port accompanying the fiscal year 1995 Com
merce-Justice-State-Judiciary appropriations 
bill which the House is considering today. 

First, the committee listed ten proposals, in
cluding the Project Connect Consortium, which 
is a proposed fiber optic, interactive video 
communication network in western New York, 
describing the projects as " * * * worthwhile 
projects for demonstration projects." I am 
pleased that the committee is urging the Com
merce Department " * * * to examine the 
* * * proposals and provide grants if war
ranted, and report back its intentions to the 
Committee." 

I have met several times, here in Washing
ton and in western New York, with officials in
volved with the development of project con
nect. I am totally persuaded that it has the po
tential of forging new ground in the develop
ment of the information superhighway in the 
United States. It filed a grant application with 
the Department of Commerce on May 15, and 
I am hopeful that this action by the committee 
will help persuade the Department to look on 
that application favorably. 

Second, Mr. Speaker, the committee sup
ported my proposal to try to locate Federal 
prison facilities near existing or expanding 
State or local facilities in order to achieve sav
ings through sharing of infrastructure and in 
other ways. Last year I worked hard to obtain 
$10.3 million to build a new Federal detention 
facility to serve the needs of both the Buffalo 
district of the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service and the U.S. Marshals Service, and 
this year I urged the committee to consider 
recommending that this new facility be sited 
adjacent to the existing and soon-to-be ex
panded Niagara County Jail in Lockport, NY. 
I have met with local officials as well as offi
cials of the Federal agencies which are in
volved in this issue on numerous occasions. I 
am therefore very pleased that the committee 
report endorses this recommendation, sug
gesting that the U.S. Bureau of Prisons should 
" * * * work with local officials to determine 
the feasibility of such an approach." I believe 
that the Niagara County site will be an ideal 
one on which to test this cost-savings theory. 

Third, in response to my concern about the 
need to curb haphazard land development and 
protect the natural beauty of Niagara Falls, I 
applaud the committee for including $100,000 
for the State Department's Office of Canadian 
Affairs to " * * * analyze transboundary is
sues and propose a plan of action to guide 
New York and the Canadian province of On
tario in establishing a commission to develop 
a comprehensive zoning and development 
plan for the preservation of the area around 
Niagara Falls on both sides of the border." I 
have no doubt that this will be the start of a 
new and better approach toward protecting 
this wonder of the world. 

Fourth and last, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the committee for accepting my sugges-

tion that the Justice Department's Office of Ju
venile Justice Programs consider discretionary 
grants " * * * to a non-governmental, early 
intervention counseling program that works 
with the courts to assist young men and 
women charged with criminal offenses for the 
first time and who are at risk of stigmatization 
and recidivism." This describes what has been 
called the First Time-Last Time program which 
was founded in 1979 by the Erie County Sher
iff's Department and the western New York 
Chapter of the National Conference of Chris
tians and Jews [NCCJ] to deal with first-time 
offenders and seek ways of ensuring that re
cidivism will not occur. 

I have met on several occasions with both 
public officials and representatives of NCCJ in 
western New York. They have a record of suc
cess that is worthy of emulation throughout 
the nation. Accordingly, I hope that the Justice 
Department will concur with the committee 
and support this excellent program when it 
submits an application for a discretionary grant 
from the Justice Department later this year. 

Mr. Speaker, once again I want to thank 
Chairman OBEY and Chairman MOLLOHAN for 
their responsiveness to these ideas. I look for
ward to working with them and our colleagues 
as this bill moves forward toward enactment. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my privilege to 
present this evening the fiscal year 1995 
appropriations bill for the Departments 
of Commerce, Justice, and State, the 
Judiciary, and related agencies. 

First, Mr. Chairman, I thank most 
sincerely my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
ROGERS], the ranking minority member 
on our committee, for his cooperation 
and active participation in developing 
this legislation. 
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He is an especially capable Member 
of this Congress. His suggestions has 
been very valuable and are certainly 
incorporated in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I am particularly for
tunate that the expertise of the chair
man, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
SMITH], has been on call, as he has been 
generous in making himself available 
to assist me since I have assumed these 
new responsibilities. His distinguished 
and capable leadership of this sub
committee for many years is widely 
admired, and I personally appreciate 
his friendship and continuing guidance. 

Mr. Chairman, the members of our 
subcommittee are a talented group. To 
a person, each has made real contribu
tions to this bill. They have been ac
tive in its crafting. Their input has 
been incorporated, and I appreciate 
their hard work and cooperation. 

In addition to the chairman, the gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. SMITH], and the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. RoG
ERS], our subcommittee includes the 
chairman, the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CARR], the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN], the gentleman 
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from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS], the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
PRICE], the gentleman from Arizona 
[Mr. KOLBE], and the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. Chairman, I am indebted to our 
new full committee chairman, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], for 
the assistance he has given to me on 
this bill. Despite his new responsibil
ities, he has always made himself 
available to work on the many chal
lenges faced during the workup of this 
bill. He is doing an excellent job, and I 
appreciate his help. 

Mr. Chairman, every Member in
volved in this legislative process knows 
how crucial are our hard-working, pro
fessional staff. Our subcommittee is 
blessed with an especially fine group of 
professionals headed by staff director 
John Osthaus, and assistants George 
Schafer and Sally Chadbourne, and on 
detail from the Commerce Depart
ment's Office of Comptroller is Soo Jin 
Kwon, and we appreciate all of their ef
forts. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill provides a 
total of $26,549,129,000 in new budget au
thority for fiscal year 1995. This 
amount is $1,181,452,000 below the Presi
dent's budget request for budget au
thority, and it is $35 million below the 
602(b) budget authority allocation for 
the bill. 

The bill provides a total of 
$25,298,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 
1995, and this amount is $771,668,000 
below the President's budget request 
for outlays and $35 million below the 
outlay allocation for the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is important 
to Members here and to their constitu
ents. This bill funds most of this coun
try's crime-fighting initiatives, and, 
my fellow Members, when your con
stituents ask what you are doing to 
fight crime, you can point to this bill 
for the substantive answer. We heard 
President Clinton's request to enhance 
Federal law enforcement, and para
mount in our consideration was a com
mitment to employ effectively Federal 
resources and assets to reinforce the 
men and women on the front lines in 
the fight on crime across this great Na
tion. Addressing our Nation's crime 
problems is perhaps our most pressing 
national concern. 

It is impossible to turn on the TV or 
radio, read a newspaper, open constitu
ent mail, or attend a town meeting 
without hearing about the terrible 
problem of crime in our neighborhoods 
and people's fears and concerns about 
it. The House has responded by enthu
siastically passing a comprehensive 
crime bill. That legislation is, as we 
speak, in conference with the Senate. 

But, Mr. Chairman, it is this bill 
where we turn our words into action. 
We are committed to being as respon
sive as we can to this priority, and we 
have used every tool we have. We have 
used every bit of creativity to focus the 

money we have to where it is most 
needed and will be most effective-to 
the men and women who fight crime 
and to the communities who support 
them. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill includes $1.3 
billion for community policing, which 
will put on the street in our local com
munities 39,000 additional police offi
cers. At the same time, Mr. Chairman, 
funding for the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation and the Drug Enforcement 
Agencies, two of our most crucial 
crime-fighting Federal agencies, has 
been restored to their fiscal 1994 levels, 
and we provide addi tiona! funding to 
enable the FBI to hire 160 new agents 
and the Drug Enforcement Agency to 
hire 132 new agents. 

I am also extremely pleased the com
mittee has restored and enhanced the 
Byrne formula grant program. The bill 
includes funding to more than double 
the size of this highly effective pro
gram. The expanded program will pro
vide grants that States can use for law 
enforcement purposes, for incarcer
ation of illegal aliens, and improved 
criminal recordkeeping as required by 
the Brady law. 

All of this is done with an enhanced 
program which amounts to 125 percent 
more Byrne grant money to each State 
than they received last year. The effec
tiveness of the Byrne formula grant 
program is reflected by its popularity 
with your State and local law enforce
ment officials, the people who confront 
our crime problem every single day. 

I know that more than half of you, 
more than half of my colleagues, more 
than half of the Members of this House 
of Representatives have signed peti
tions to this subcommittee in support 
of the Byrne program, and we have 
been responsive to those concerns. 

We also responded to your concerns 
about prison space, and this bill in
cludes almost $52 million to activate or 
expand 11 new Federal prisons. 

The committee has also heard the 
concerns of Members from States along 
our southern border. We significantly 
enhance border control by providing an 
increase of $54 million to hire 700 new 
Border Patrol agents, to reassign 250 
agents to the line, and to backfill those 
agents with 110 support personnel. This 
provision will provide a total of almost 
1,000 new Border Patrol agents on the 
line in 1995. This is in addition to the 
600 Border Patrol agents who were 
added to last year's bill. 

Likewise, Mr. Chairman, the Presi
dent's immigration initiative is of 
great importance to many Members. In 
addition to the enhancement of the 
Border Patrol, the committee nearly 
fully funded the request for expedited 
deportation and review of asylum 
cases. 

Let us not forget that crime preven
tion is a critical component of our 
crime control efforts. This year the 
committee has provided a 35-percent 

increase for juvenile justice and delin
quency prevention programs. We feel 
that it is imperative to fund programs 
which help our young people avoid the 
path to crime. 

Mr. Chairman, of course this bill is 
responsible for much more than crime 
fighting. The bill contains funding for 
a reinvigorated Commerce Depart
ment. The Commerce programs are the 
centerpiece of the President's efforts to 
increase U.S. industrial competitive
ness. The committee has strongly sup
ported President Clinton's initiatives 
to create jobs through civilian tech
nology and economic development ini
tiatives by increasing levels of funding 
in certain strategic areas. 

We have included $842 million for the 
National Institute of Standards and 
Technology, and within this amount 
we provided the full request of $61 mil
lion for the Manufacturing Extension 
Partnership Program. This funding will 
enable the Department to establish ad
ditional manufacturing technology 
centers and support services to help 
basic industry America introduce new 
technologies to shop floors. We also 
provide $431 million for the Advanced 
Technology Program, or ATP. ATP 
helps industry help itself. U.S. industry 
defines the research priori ties, and 
then industry and the Federal Govern
ment share the costs of pursing high
risk technology development which 
holds a promise for new commercial 
products. 

The committee included $70 million 
in the bill for the very popular infor
mation infrastructure grant program. 
This funding will provide for another 
round of demonstration projects to 
highlight innovative ways schools, hos
pitals, and other public service entities 
can gain access to the latest informa
tion technology available in the de
ployment of the information highway. 
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We have funded the Economic Devel

opment Administration at $371 million, 
a $50-million increase over last year's 
level. EDA serves as the central agency 
for technical and financial assistance 
to economically distressed areas. With
in this amount we have included $175 
million for the traditional public 
works grant program and $80 million 
for targeted grants for defense conver
sion. 

Turning to the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, we have 
provided $1.8 billion for the agency's 
programs. We have provided almost 
$600 million related to the moderniza
tion of the National Weather Service, 
including the acquisition of improved 
radar and other automated systems as
sociated with the modernization effort, 
the continuation of the NOAA geo
stationary and polar satellite systems 
necessary for collecting improved 
weather data, and staffing for the new 
radars and weather service facilities. 
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The committee has also included an 

increase of $43 million over fiscal year 
1994 amounts for the National Marine 
Fisheries Service for enhancement of 
fisheries management programs. This 
funding is necessary to address the vir
tual collapse of fisheries in New Eng
land and the Pacific Northwest by 
building sustainable U.S. fisheries and 
protecting threatened and endangered 
species. 

The amounts recommended in the 
bill also include restoration of funding 
for other NOAA programs important to 
Members, such as regional climate cen
ters, national undersea research cen
ters, and zebra mussel research. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Also on the job creation front, the 
bill provides a total of $796 million for 
the Small Business Administration, an 
increase of $10 million over the Presi
dent's request. 

In this time of economic recovery, 
the committee recognizes the impor
tance of SBA. The growth of small 
business is truly critical to the eco
nomic health of our Nation, and SBA is 
the central U.S. Government agency 
responsible for encouraging and nur
turing that growth. 

Across America, traditional indus
tries have been crippled, and we have 
begun to work to rebuild and diversify 
our economy. The success of our Na
tion's small businesses is integral to 
this process. 

For those of you facing economic cri
sis in your district due to base closures 
or other Federal Government cutbacks, 
the loss of a major contractor or em
ployer, or simply the effect of years of 
recession, I urge you to support this 
committee's funding recommendations 
for SBA. 

In fiscal year 1993, loans made 
through the section 7(a) business loan 
program were responsible for creating 
or maintaining 380,000 jobs nation
wide-across every one of my col
leagues' districts. And this year, by 
providing $327 million for the business 
loans program account, we will lever
age loans to small businesses totaling 
$10.5 billion. 

Also, our recommendation will pro
vide funding for many other valuable 
programs under the SEA-programs 
that provide assistance to women, mi
norities, handicapped individuals, and 
veterans trying to overcome barriers to 
achieve success. 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 SUPPLEMENTAL 

In title VII of the bill, the sub
committee has provided funding for 
important supplemental appropriations 
for fiscal year 1994. We have provided 
$400 million in emergency supple
mental appropriations for fiscal year 
1994 for the Small Business Adminis
tration's Disaster Loans Program ac
count to meet the remaining disaster 
loan needs of the victims of the Los 
Angeles earthquake. 

We have also provided $670 million in 
supplemental appropriations for fiscal 

year 1994 to pay a portion of the assess
ments for U.S. peacekeeping operations 
which are estimated to total $1.1 bil
lion by the end of fiscal year 1994. In 
title V of the bill we have provided an 
additional $288 million for fiscal year 
1995 to pay the second year of the 
multiyear plan to pay off the fiscal 
year 1994 peacekeeping arrearage. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com
ment on the subject of peacekeeping 
because there will be some discussion 
during the debate on the bill. I would 
like to point out to the Members that 
beginning at page 114 of our report 
there is a rather lengthy, detailed, fac
tual recitation of the history of peace
keeping. I think it would be instructive 
to the Members to read this prior to 
debate on the bill. There is also a table 
which sets forth the peacekeeping mis
sions, the amounts related to those 
missions that represent deficits for the 
year 1994 and the date that those mis
sions were committed to. 

I would also note with regard to 
peacekeeping, Mr. Chairman, that le
gitimate concerns that Members have 
had for some time are certainly being 
addressed and I commend the authoriz
ing committee for doing so. 

There have been concerns about the 
rate which represents the United 
States' share of peacekeeping oper
ations. The rate for some time has been 
30.4 percent. There is certainly an ef
fort to reduce that. That effort is 
agreed to by a broad cross section of 
the Members. · 

We commend the authorizers for pro
viding in their bill, which we just 
passed in this House not very many 
weeks ago, a reduction of our share of 
the peacekeeping from that 30.4 per
cent rate down to 25 percent beginning 
with fiscal year 1996. 

Mr. Chairman, I have talked about 
the increases provided in the bill and 
now I need to mention some of the re
ductions. As I noted earlier the 602(b) 
allocation for the bill was $1.2 billion 
below the President's request. There
fore, the subcommittee was forced to 
make a number of reductions which re
quired very difficult choices. The com
mittee cut the following amounts 
below the budget requests for each of 
the following. With regard to the Fed
eral Judiciary, we reduced the Presi
dent's request by 218 million; for the 
State Department, we reduced the 
President's request by $102 million; 
with respect to the U.S. Information 
Agency, we reduced the President's re
quest by $78 million. We reduced the 
President's request for the Legal Serv
ices Corporation by $85 million. The 
Maritime Administration was reduced 
by $125 million. The Justice Depart
ment request was reduced by $402 mil
lion. The Commerce Department re
quest was reduced by $175 million. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, we are 
pleased to bring this bill to you today. 
Our committee has worked very hard 

to draft a bill which achieves balance, 
balance between program demands and 
budget authority and outlay limita
tions; balance between the President's 
important crime and civilian tech
nology investment initiatives and 
proven agency programs; balance be
tween administration priorities and 
Congressional priori ties on both sides 
of the aisle. 

So I bring to you what I believe is 
unquestionably a fair bill. This bill is 
not everything to everyone, but given 
the fiscal cons train ts facing us today, 
Congress must strive for responsible 
compromise. This bill represents such 
responsible compromise. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Members to 
support our work. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman y1eld? 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa, certainly. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from West Virginia, and 
the gentleman from Kentucky and 
other members of the subcommittee 
for developing this bill. This is one of 
the most controversial bills and one of 
the most important bills that we have 
in the Congress. It includes the entire 
Judiciary, a separate branch of our 
Government that does not have a con
stituency. Members are always anxious 
to vote for more judgeships, but they 
do not want to pay for them. The sub
committee has to handle that problem 
in this bill. 

This bill also handles the administra
tion of the overseas officers of the 
State Department. Again, there are 
people who are quick to criticize what 
happens overseas, but they do not like 
to provide funds for the State Depart
ment. 

Then there are the export programs, 
technology and research programs that 
are so important to our competition, to 
our being competitive in the world; and 
of course the business section of the 
bill, and the coastal programs. 

Then there are 21 independent agen
cies in this bill including the SEC, the 
SBA, and the FCC. About one-half of 
this bill is not authorized, which is the 
highest percent of any bill brought to 
the floor. The authorization commit
tees have not been able to get these 
programs authorized by the time the 
appropriations bill reaches the floor. 

This makes it even more controver
sial and even harder to handle. 

I just want to say that this one of the 
most important bills and I really com
mend the gentleman from West Vir
ginia [Mr. MOLLOHAN] and the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] 
for what they have done here in this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the 
bill. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, Ire
serve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, before I begin my 

comments, I must first praise the gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. MOL
LOHAN] the new chairman of the sub
committee. He has taken the helm of 
one of the most diverse and complex 
appropriations bills there is, as the 
former chairman, the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. SMITH] has just indicated, 
and while we miss the leadership of 
Chairman SMITH on this subcommittee, 
we are extremely pleased with the 
work of the new chairman. In just a 
few short months he has impressed all 
of us, particularly this Member, with 
his dedication, his knowledge and lead
ership on this subcommittee. He has 
done a tremendous job in a very dif
ficult year, treating all Members with 
fairness and respect and working to ac
commodate a divergent set of needs 
and priorities. The chairman and all 
the members of the subcommittee are 
to be commended for their diligence in 
crafting a bill which, I believe, Mem
bers should support. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of this bill. Having said 
that, I must divide the bill into two 
parts, as I have said before. There is 
the U.N. peacekeeping portion, and 
then there is everything else. I will 
have some words about peacekeeping 
at the conclusion, but first let me ad
dress the everything-else portion of the 
bill. 

I must reiterate to the Members the 
diverse and competing needs of this 
subcommittee. One of the smaller ap
propriations bills in total dollars, this 
bill is certainly one of the most diverse 
and funds some of the Congress' high
est priorities. The bill funds everything 
from the war on crime and drugs, one 
of the top issues facing our Nation 
today, to programs to promote eco
nomic development, increase our com
petitiveness, build democracy overseas, 
and promote our interests abroad. 

Again this year, Mr. Chairman, like 
other subcommittees, pressing needs 
exceeded our limited resources. Due to 
a constrained 602(b) allocation we are 
$1.2 billion below the President's re
quest for programs in this bill. Unfor
tunately, funding constraints did not 
permit us to do everything we would 
like to have done, and many programs 
are held at or below the fiscal 1994 
level, but we have provided increases 
for the highest priorities, especially 
the war on crime and drugs. 

For the Department of Justice, Mr. 
Chairman, this bill provides a total of 
$12 billion for the department, a 29-per
cent increase over fiscal1994, including 
$2.4 billion to fund initiatives author
ized in the crime bill such as commu
nity policing. In addition, we have not 
only restored, but given, a 125 percent 
increase "in the Byrne formula grant 
program for law enforcement grants to 

all 50 States and their police and sher
iffs' departments. 

I am particularly pleased, Mr. Chair
man, that the bill rejects the large cuts 
the administration proposed for our 
core Federal law enforcement pro
grams. Not only does the bill reject the 
President's proposed cut of 790 people 
from the FBI, it adds resources to put 
an additional 760 agents on the street, 
and for the Drug Enforcement Admin
istration, we rejected those proposed 
cuts and added an additional 132 
agents, new agents, to stop drug traf
fickers in their tracks. 

On immigration control, Mr. Chair
man, we have built on the firm founda
tion established last year providing al
most 1,000 more Border Patrol agents 
on the front lines. When this bill is 
signed into law, we will have added 
over 1,500 agents in the last 2 years to 
protect our borders from the flood of il
legal immigrants, driving costs 
through the roof, not to mention other 
things. 

For the. Commerce Department, sig
nificant increases for the Administra
tion's technology initiatives and the 
information superhighway. We con
tinue National Weather Service mod
ernization, as well as provide moneys 
for the EDA to assist economically dis
tressed communities and those hard hit 
by defense cutbacks. 

For the Judiciary, as the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. SMITH] noted, a 4-per
cen t increase to help the courts cope 
with continuing demands to fight the 
war on crime. 

Again this year the Department of 
State will be forced to live with less 
than current services. Cut by almost 8 
percent last year, the State Depart
ment's request has been cut signifi
cantly, largely to fund U.N. peacekeep
ing activities, and that brings me to 
the second part of the bill, the part 
which troubles me greatly: U.N. peace
keeping. 

Mr. Chairman, peacekeeping is sim
ply a runaway fiscal train. Six years 
ago peacekeeping costs totaled a mere 
$30 million to the United States. This 
year that price tag, our share, is $1.5 
billion, eating up big portions of the 
other priorities that we would like to 
fund in this bill, but simply cannot due 
to peacekeeping demands. Members 
must understand that for every dollar 
that goes to peacekeeping a dollar is 
taken away from other high priority 
programs right here in the United 
States. This bill contains $1.2 billion to 
pay for the U.S. assessed contribution 
for U.N. peacekeeping activities. That 
figure includes $222 million for ex
pected 1995 requirements for peace
keeping, and we all know that is going 
to be way too little. In addition, $288 
million is provided to partially pay for 
what the United Nations says is an ar
rearage that we owe for past bills, and 
then finally the bill includes a separate 
1994 supplemental embedded in the fis-

cal 1995 bill providing $670 million, and 
that amount is, again, to cover only a 
portion of the fiscal 1994 peacekeeping 
bills they say are pass due. 

Mr. Chairman, the total price tag for 
the arrearage is $1.1 billion. That is $1.1 
billion in bills for which our fiscal 1994 
appropriation could not cover. And let 
me put Members on notice now. This 
will not be the last supplemental for 
peacekeeping that we will face this 
year. There is only $222 million for fis
cal 1995 peacekeeping requirements in 
this bill. The tab for this year, 1994, is 
$1.2 billion. So, we know we are going 
to be faced with a huge billion-dollar, 
roughly, supplemental for peacekeep
ing from the United Nations before the 
year is out. That is too much. 

Sadly, Mr. Chairman, the American 
taxpayer is not being treated fairly at 
the United Nations. The United Na
tions continues to demand that we pay 
more than our fair share. Nearly one
third of the total peacekeeping U.N. 
operations are billed to Uncle Sam. All 
the while our allies pay a greatly re
duced rate. The next biggest contribu
tor to peacekeeping is Japan who pays 
only 12.5 percent; Germany, only 8.9 
percent; Britain, a mere 6.4 percent; 
China, a member of the Security Coun
cil, nine-tenths of 1 percent. And Uncle 
Sucker is billed for 31.4 percent. It is 
too much. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, our tax
payers are footing the bill to pay for 
billions in military support for the 
United Nations for which we get no 
credit or thanks. The United Nations is 
putting us in a fiscal noose, and we 
simply cannot ask our citizens to sac
rifice anymore. The time is long past 
due, Mr. Chairman, that we demand eq
uity and burden sharing at the United 
Nations. Despite the good will and the 
best efforts of both the Bush and Clin
ton administrations and pleas from the 
Congress over the years, all attempts 
to reduce our share for peacekeeping 
have been met with a refusal, even to 
budge. In fact, we say our rate is 30.4 
percent. The United Nations says, 
"no," it has been increased. It is now 
31.7 percent. We asked for a reduction. 
We get an increase. History has shown 
that the only time the United Nations 
listens to us and reforms itself is when 
Uncle Sam pulls on these purse strings. 
In fact, that is how we got our U.N. 
general budget contribution reduced 20 
years ago to 25 percent on a bill, an ap
propriations bill out of this sub
committee. We said we are going to 
pay 25 percent of the general budget of 
the United Nations and no more. The 
United Nations later came along and 
said, OK, they passed a resolution af
firming that. I say it is time to do the 
same thing now with peacekeeping to 
reduce it to the same rate. 

D 1730 
It is time Congress stepped up to the 

plate and demanded burden sharing at 
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the United Nations. I regret that this 
bill does not do that. How much longer 
can we justify sending billions to the 
United Nations when they refuse to 
treat us fairly. 

Mr. Chairman, I planned to offer an 
amendment today to force the United 
Nations to treat the American tax
payer fairly and with respect. My 
amendment would have limited to no 
more than 25 percent the amount the 
United States could pay for a peace
keeping operation. Twenty-five percent 
is what is fair and what is right. Thirty 
percent, what we pay now, or 31.7 per
cent, what they are billing us, is too 
much. But the Committee on Rules re
fused to make that amendment in 
order so the Members of this House 
could work their will on the issue. 

I hope as the House continues consid
eration of this bill, and, hear me out, I 
hope as we consider this bill, there will 
come a time during that debate where 
we will be able to address this critical 
issue, and I think we will, so hold your 
change. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the bill, 
with the exception of the peacekeeping 
portion, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman yielding. I 
think the gentleman is raising a very, 
very important and significant point. 
As I understand it, not only do we pay 
all the expenses attendant to housing 
the United Nations in New York City 
and bringing all of the diplomatic 
corps to the United States for that pur
pose, but then for peacekeeping pur
poses, we pay 31.7 percent of all peace
keeping missions. And then, since the 
United States provides most of the 
military hardware and uniform person
nel and operations, we pay all of the 
costs attendant with United States 
personnel involved in those peacekeep
ing missions as well, such as the feed
ing of the people in Bosnia and the 
feeding of the people in Northern Iraq. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. ROGERS. As well as the trans
portation costs of personnel and equip
ment and food stuffs and all of that. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. You add all that 
in, we get no credit for all of those ex
penses. We still pay the highest propor
tion of any country in the world. It 
seems the U.S. taxpayer could get a 
better deal, and I think the gentleman 
has raised a very, very significant 
point. I hope the gentleman's amend
ment is not only allowed in order, but 
ultimately adopted. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to say to the gentleman that 

you have increased the border patrol 
by almost 1,000 agents, which will take 
the total number of border patrol 
agents well over 5,000. I think we need 
ultimately 10,000, but you are right on 
track. The Republican Research Com
mittee Task Force on Immigration 
worked out a schedule which is mani
fested in an amendment we passed on 
the crime bill of a little over 1,000 
agents per year. You are following 
that, you are tracking that very effec
tively. 

I might just say to the gentleman, as 
we put these agents in important 
places, like El Paso and San Diego, the 
smugglers start to try to go around the 
concentrations of agents. And in Impe
rial County in California, we are now 
seeing smuggling of both illegal aliens 
and cocaine surge. I know it is the gen
tleman's intention that the border pa
trol agents now be put at other strate
gic points where smuggling is begin
ning to increase as a result of the con
centrations that we have already in 
place. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, let me briefly respond. 
The gentleman from California came to 
Chairman MOLLOHAN and myself early 
on pleading for more Border Patrol 
agents. We were able to shift around, 
and, through sacrifice of other prior
ities, and found moneys to do just that. 
So the gentleman is to be commended 
for his dedication to this issue, not just 
this year, but last year and previous 
years. Thanks mainly to his efforts, we 
now have, or will have by the end of 
this coming fiscal year, 1,500 new 
agents assigned to border patrol that 
we otherwise probably would not have 
had. So I thank the gentleman for his 
great work. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman. 
He and the chairman have done a su
perb job in this area. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gen
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to commend the gentleman 
from California for his input on this 
issue during the process of formulating 
this bill, and thank the ranking minor
ity Member for bringing Mr. HUNTER's 
concerns to the committee. It was his 
amendment last year that enhanced 
the border patrol on this bill, and we 
appreciate his input. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. MORAN], a distinguished 
member of our subcommittee. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I had a 
21-minute statement, but I am going to 
try to wrap it into 2 minutes. Most of 
it was to just tell what a terrific job 
our new chairman has done, and of 
course the very talented staff of our 
full committee chairman. He already 

knows that, but the very talented staff 
of John Osthaus and Sally Chadbourne 
and George Schafer and Sue Jin Kwon, 
have done a wonderful job. They have 
been spending every day and weekend 
and evening working of this bill. 

It was a tough bill, because the White 
House wanted $27 billion, if you put all 
of their requests together, and the 
budget resolution only gave us $26 bil
lion. There was actually a gap of $1.2 
billion that we had to make up. That 
was tough, because this really does 
fund the administration's principle ini
tiatives: fighting crime, enabling our 
economy to grow, expanding inter
national trade in a peaceful, stable 
world. 

So what the subcommittee did, under 
the excellent leadership of the gen
tleman from West Virginia, Mr. MOLLO
HAN, was in fact to expand our ability 
to fight crime, put 39,000 more police 
officers on the street. We did not ac
cept cuts in the FBI, and in fact the 
subcommittee added almost 400 more 
FBI personnel. Instead of taking the 
requested cutback on the Drug En
forcement Agency, the subcommittee 
added another $20.5 million, and 75 new 
drug enforcement agents. 

Conscious of the Members' concern 
about our poorest borders and the num
ber of illegal immigrants coming in, we 
added nearly 1,000 border patrol person
nel, on top of the 600 last year. So that 
gives us about 5,000, I think, total bor
der patrol people. It is as much as the 
subcommittee could possibly fund, an
other priority, certainly, of the House 
of Representatives. 

In terms of the economy, we lever
aged more than $10 billion in new loans 
for small businesses, through a $79 mil
lion increase in appropriation. We dou
bled the appropriation for the National 
Institute of Standards and Advanced 
Technology Program. We nearly tripled 
the appropriation for the National In
formation Infrastructure Program. 

The fact is this bill helps every single 
one of our constituents in every com
munity, large and small, rich and poor. 
It is a good bill. It certainly deserves 
the support of every single one of our 
colleagues. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
very able leader of the subcommittee 
from our side, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE]. 

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my wise friend from Ken.tucky for 
yielding. 

The fiscal year 1995 appropriations 
bill for Commerce-Justice-State is a 
bill that has a lot of provisions that 
many of my colleagues can support. I 
want to commend the newest cardinal, 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
MOLLOHAN], for doing a superb job, 
along with the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. ROGERS], in a very difficult 
and complex bill. To the maximum ex
tent, they have taken care of a lot of 
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programs that all of us are interested 
in, from Border Patrol to programs 
that bolster exports to initiatives that 
foster the development of emerging 
technologies to help us improve our 
country's competitive position. 

However, as has been pointed out in 
this debate, we are spending an enor
mous amount on peacekeeping in this 
bill, $1.2 billion. In my opinion, this is 
an excessive amount, without thinking 
a bit about what we are doing in terms 
of long-term priorities. 

In particular, there is a $670 million 
fiscal year 1994. I began my remarks by 
saying this is a 1995 bill. We are reach
ing back to 1994 to try to include $670 
million in supplemental funds. 

0 1740 
I think it is important for my col

leagues to understand why that 1994 
money is available. It is there because 
when we acted on the emergency ap
propriation to help cover the cost of 
the Los Angeles earthquake; this Con
gress rescinded $3.2 billion in funds pre
viously appropriated for some 64 pro
grams, including education, agri
culture, and home ownership for low
income programs, generating savings 
of nearly $600 million in outlays. We 

· pulled the savings out of those pro
grams and put them into this supple
men tal. How many of us have been on 
this floor looking at the appropriation 
bills as they have gone through and 
saying, we need more money to cover 
shortfalls in health, in housing, in edu
cation, and in crime, yet $700 million in 
this bill of 1994 money that is taken 
away from domestic and other pro
grams is being sent up to pay assess
ments at the United Nations 

Now, that is exactly where the 
money is coming from. I want to say to 
my colleagues that I think it is un
justified. I think it is unjustified be
cause that $670 million is on top of, get 
this, $533 million in fiscal year 1995 
money, making a total of $1.2 billion in 
this bill to pay up at the United Na
tions; $670 million of it from 1994 
money, taken from domestic and other 
programs, and $533 million in this bill 
in new money. 

My friends, before we make such a 
decision, we need to remember what 
happened when we passed the United 
Nations Participation Act with the un
derstanding that we would be a full 
partner in financing decisions. Yet for 
20 years, my friends, 20 years our Gov
ernment has tried to get some equity 
on the United Nations assessment for
mula. It is not equitable. It is not fair, 
and they simply brush us off at the 
United Nations. 

Listen to this now. We are being 
asked to vote in this bill to pay United 
Nations peacekeeping at an assessment 
rate of 30.4 percent, for a total of $1.2 
billion. What is going on around the 
world, friends? The Japanese are pay
ing 12.5 percent. Germany's assessment 

to the United Nations, 8.9; Russian fed
eration, 8.6; United Kingdom, 6.3; 
France, 7.6. And China, who votes with 
us an equal member in the Security 
Council, 0.095 percent. United States, 
30.4 percent. The United States is actu
ally assessed at 31.7 percent but only 
pays 30.4 percent. We have a billion
dollar decision that we are going to 
have to make. 

When we look at the Federal budget 
in total, we see that peacekeeping 
costs have risen from $30 million in 
1989 to over $1.2 billion in 1994. It is 
time to begin to prioritize. 

My friend from Kentucky is going to 
offer an amendment that will attempt 
to do that; applying the 25-percent rule 
which, my friends, we already voted 
for. It is in the authorization bill for 
fiscal year 1996 and beyond. 

This amendment that my friend will 
offer will say, apply that formula, 25 
percent, to the fiscal year 1994 and the 
fiscal year 1995 money. And if we do 
that, what we will be doing is saving 
several hundred million dollars. 

At this point, all we have is a prom
ise to negotiate a reduction in the as
sessment rate some time in the future. 
We know the phrase "manana," some
time tomorrow. 

My friend's amendment will say, if 
we have to appropriate or even think of 
appropriating over a billion dollars in 
this bill, let us get the reduction now 
and let us put it into law. That is what 
this bill is. This is the law of the Unit
ed States, and we are the Nation's 
stewards as lawmakers. 

Let us vote to keep this payment at 
the rate of 25 percent and save the 
American taxpayer some dollars. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR]. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to engage the chairman in a col
loquy on the subject of the Auto Parts 
Advisory Committee under the Com
merce Department's supervision. 

Mr. Chairman, the ongoing United 
States-Japan Framework Talks have 
reached a critical stage, and yet APAC 
has not met at all this year. I would 
urge Secretary Brown in the strongest 
possible terms to expedite the reforma
tion APAC by reappointing APAC 
members of good standing and to set 
the first meeting of APAC for the earli
est possible date. 

The U.S. auto parts manufacturing 
sector is a diverse, $100 billion indus
try, with 4,000 firms directly employing 
over 700,000 U.S. workers. The Auto 
Parts Advisory Committee is a valu
able forum in which this industry may 
be heard. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gen
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
understand the concerns of the gentle
woman from Ohio. It is my under~tand-

ing that the Fair Trade in Auto Parts, 
Act, which was recently extended for 5 
years, reauthorized the Auto Parts Ad
visory Committee. I also understand 
that the Department of Commerce has 
solicited congressional input on the ap
propriate membership of the advisory 
committee, and that the Department is 
in the process of appointing new mem
bers of the committee. 

I join my colleague from Ohio in urg
ing the Commerce Department to set 
the first meeting of the Auto Parts Ad
visory Committee at the earliest pos
sible date. I thank the gentlewoman for 
bringing this matter to the subcommit
tee's attention. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari
zona [Mr. KOLBE], a very hard-working 
member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I rise in support of the fiscal year 
1995 Commerce, Justice, State, and Ju
diciary bill. 

Mr. Chairman, all this talk that we 
have heard here about the installation 
of the ·newest member of the appropria
tions cardinal, I expect to see a red hat 
floating over his desk over there. But I 
join with my colleagues in commend
ing him for the outstanding job that he 
has done, for his leadership, for his 
genuine efforts to accommodate Mem
bers' concerns. 

He has assumed the chairmanship of 
this subcommittee midway through the 
process, a difficult circumstance, and 
he has proven to be a quick study. He 
has mastered the details of the bill in 
short order. In the process, we have es
tablished some new priorities that I 
think this House can enthusiastically 
support. We have produced a respon
sible bill that recommends a total of 
$26 million in discretionary budget au
thority. This is $1.2 million below the 
administration's budget and is within 
the subcommittee's 602(b) allocation. 

Certainly this bill is not perfect-a 
statement that · could be made about 
most legislation we consider in this 
House. But, on balance, this is a good 
bill, one that responds to the widely 
expressed priorities of this body, par
ticularly in the ar~a of law enforce
ment, which I will focus my remarks 
on. 

The bill makes a clear statement 
that we are serious about curbing ille
gal immigration. It does so by increas
ing fiscal year 1994 levels for INS by 
$301.2 million: 

Funding of $54.5 million is provided 
for the hiring of 700 new Border Patrol 
agents and 110 support personnel. $117 
million is provided for improvements 
in technology in automation, commu
nication systems, and information to 
enhance border enforcement. The addi
tional support personnel and the tech
nology improvements will enable the 
agency to redirect 250 other support 
personnel to line functions. 
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Put all these numbers together and 

you have 950 additional agents on our 
southern borders to help make them 
safer and more secure. The 950 new 
agents, according to INS bottom-up re
views, will enable the INS to imple
ment the highly successful "El Paso" 
model with high-intensity, line of 
sight, operations. 

At my request, the subcommittee has 
also included report language express
ing concern about shifting illegal im
migration patterns resulting from the 
reprogramming of agents in the cur
rent fiscal year. That reprogramming 
assigned 300 new agents to the San 
Diego sector and 50 to El Paso, but 
none in between. The result was pre
dictable. The gentleman from Califor
nia, [Mr. HUNTER] alluded to this. 

Since that time, dramatic increases 
in alien apprehensions have occurred 
each month in Arizona. This March, for 
example, alien apprehensions were 77 
percent higher than in March 1993. I 
will be watching closely to see that the 
INS assigns the new Border Patrol 
agents and makes adjustments with 
previously assigned agents to close this 
glaring gap on the border. 

But the INS and this bill reflects con
cerns that go beyond simply preventing 
illegal entry into the United States. 
The INS also has a vital role in the 
processing of legal entry into our coun
try. With the passage of NAFTA, it is 
important to improve efficiency for the 
legal transport of goods and people be
tween the two countries. Unfortu
nately, long and financially damaging 
delays in processing have become the 
norm at many ports of entry from Mex
ico. 

The bill moves in the right direction 
by including funds to expedite process
ing for regular land border crossings. 
Still more needs to be done to reduce 
the routine delays in border crossing
delays that ironically encourage illegal 
crossing. I will continue to work with 
the subcommittee and INS to resolve 
these problems. . 

The bill also recognizes that costs as
sociated with illegal immigration are a 
Federal responsibility. For the first 
time we have stepped up to the plate 
and included funds for the State Crimi
nal Alien Assistance Program. This 
fund reimburses States for the cost of 
incarcerating illegal aliens. It's high 
time we acknowledged that every ille
gal alien in our communities is the 
fault of the Federal Government-not 
local government. And its time we con
tributed to these skyrocketing and 
budget-breaking costs that local com
munities and States endure on a regu
lar basis. 

A total of $804.3 million is provided in 
the bill for an expanded Byrne pro
gram. These monies will be allocated 
to States for discretionary use on any 
of three Federal programs: State crimi
nal alien assistance, Byrne formula 
grants; and State criminal records up
dates. 

The Byrne formula grants have been 
of critical importance in all States 
with highly organized drug trafficking 
networks, such as Arizona. 

The multijurisdictional task forces 
formed with funds from these grants 
have provided invaluable assistance in 
the war on crime. Under the expanded 
Byrne program, each State will receive 
a substantial increase in funding. 

Finally, this bill goes a long way to 
restore funds that were cut in last 
year's bill from key law enforcement 
agencies. The FBI is funded at a level 
$47.2 million above the administra
tion's request and $120 million above 
the fiscal year 1994 level. The addi
tional funds will halt the proposed FTE 
cuts and allow the agency to hire 160 
new agents and 234 support personnel 
over the fiscal year 1994 level. 

Similarly, the Drug Enforcement 
Agency [DEA] is $22 million above the 
administration's request and $21.8 mil
lion above fiscal year 1994 levels. This 
will permit the hiring of 132 new agents 
above last year's level. The Organized 
Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force is 
funded at $13.3 million above the re
quest and $869,000 above fiscal year 
1994. 

We cannot fight the war on crime 
without resources. This bill puts us 
back on track in the battle to make 
our communities safer. It sends a mes
sage that this subcommittee is serious . 
about combating crime. Supporting 
this bill will send the same message 
from the entire House. 

0 1750 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI]. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. LIPINSKI]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI] is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to engage the chairman of the Com
merce, Justice, State and Judiciary 
Subcommittee in a colloquy regarding 
this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I know I can speak for 
the bipartisan membership of the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries in thanking the gentleman for the 
inclusion of funds for title XI in this 
bill. I understand how difficult it is to 
find funding this year. I assure the gen
tleman this provision will support the 
construction of many ships in U.S. 
shipyards and will create U.S. jobs. 

I would also like to address the issue 
of an appropriation from last year, Mr. 
Speaker, that at the present time re
mains unobligated. In fiscal year 1994, 
the Maritime Administration re
quested the authority to spend $118 
million for the acquisition of foreign
built ships to expand the size of the 
Ready Reserve Force. Marad has failed 
to spend that money for that purpose. 

I believe that the $118 million can now 
be put to better use by providing ini
tial funding for maritime reform. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from Illinois yield? 

Mr. LIPINSKI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Virginia. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I as
sociate myself with the comments of 
the gentleman from Illinois, and I 
would like to briefly expand on those 
comments. 

Last year, the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries opposed 
further funding for the acquisition of 
foreign-built vessels. · The gentleman's 
predecessor also opposed the purchase 
of these foreign-built vessels by Marad 
without notification to the Appropria
tions Committee. It is my understand
ing that these funds remain unobli
gated. 

Last year, the House passed H.R. 
2151, the Maritime Security and Com
petitiveness Act of 1993. This bill would 
preserve a merchant marine fleet and 
will set up a program to help U.S. ship
yards to convert to commercial work. 

This year in our funding bill, H.R. 
4003, our committee has established a 
program to raise $1.7 billion over 10 
years by increasing tonnage fees for all 
vessels entering the United States from 
foreign ports. This bill is scheduled to 
be reported out of the Committee on 
Ways and Means on July 15. However, 
to fully fund this program, we had 
hoped that the unobligated funds for 
the RRF would be available as start-up 
money for maritime reform. 

With $118 million, we can build 15 
new U.S.-built vessels. If the money re
mains in the RRF fund, it will be used 
to purchase five used foreign-built 
ships. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. On behalf of myself 
and the gentleman from Virginia, is it 
the Member's intent to keep these 
funds available until H.R. 4003, the 
Maritime Administration and Pro
motional Reform Act of 1993, reaches 
the House floor later this session. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. LIPINSKI] and the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BATE
MAN] for bringing this important mat
ter to our attention. I recognize the 
importance of the maritime reform leg
islation and its potential for creating 
American jobs. I also share the gentle
men's concerns about the purchase of 
foreign-made ships for the Ready Re
serve Force. 

I assure both of the gentlemen that I 
will continue to work with them as 
this bill, the Commerce-Justice appro
priations bill, and the authorization 
bill, H.R. 4003, continues to move 
through the Congress. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, like the chairman of 
the subcommittee, I will be glad to 
work with the gentleman to work 
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through the process to try to relieve 
the problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. TAYLOR], a very hard-working 
member of our subcommittee. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to join with my 
colleagues in thanking the chairman of 
the subcommittee for the fine job he 
has done. It has been a tough bill. He 
has been fair in leading it through the 
committee and I appreciate that fact. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many good 
things in the bill, many things I can 
support. There is one i tern that I hope 
we will address a little later in the bill. 
That will be the rules promulgated by 
the EEOC last October. They would vir
tually prohibit any religious activity 
in the workplace. When I am talking 
about activity, I am talking about 
members discussing among themselves, 
crosses, Bibles, any artifacts in the 
place. 

Mr. Chairman, I met yesterday with 
the NASCAR drivers who asked to 
come and talk about this bill. Let us 
put things in perspective. Most people 
out in my district know that the Gov
ernment would mess up a one-car fu
neral, and yet we have asked them to 
produce rules in a sensitive area such 
as religion in the workplace, and try to 
tell us how to micromanage our lives 
in this particular area. 

The NASCAR drivers are saying, "We 
race on Saturday. We have a minister 
that comes in. We are about to get in 
a 4 by 4 piece of metal, it is about 140 
degrees inside, and go somewhere be
tween 100 and 200 miles an hour around 
the track many, many times. We would 
like to have a chaplain or a minister 
give a bit of time there for a service." 

NASCAR approves it, certainly the 
race drivers want it, and yet the Gov
ernment would say with these regula
tions, "You cannot do that." Who are 
we to tell that person who is partici
pating in that sport and the hundreds 
of thousands of fans that are watching 
that sport that the Government knows 
best, the Government knows what 
should be done. They are making this 
illegal for that transaction to take 
place, for that race car driver to have 
that comfort, and we spread it on. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a marine who 
wrote to me and said, "Listen, if this 
passes, I am not sure that chaplains 
will be able to talk to the troops, be
cause that is their work place. We are 
not sure we will be able to keep the 
Marine motto, because it is 'Always 
Faithful to God and Country' and the 
word 'God' would have to be removed." 

We see as we unravel this ball of 
twine, we get in people's minds and in 
their business where the Government 
should not be. Mr. Chairman, I hope we 
will have a chance to correct that. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to our distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. VALENTINE]. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of H.R. 4603, the Commerce, Jus
tice, State, Judiciary, and related 
agencies appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1995. I would like to commend 
Chairman MOLLOHAN for bringing this 
legislation forward. 

Mr. Chairman, because of its history 
of supporting the competitiveness of 
U.S. industry, the President has as
signed the Technology Administration 
of the Department of Commerce as the 
lead agency for civilian industrial 
technology development. I believe this 
is a wise and appropriate choice. 

As a component of the Technology 
Administration, the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology's [NIST] 
explicit mission has always been to 
work with industry to develop and 
apply technology, measurements, and 
standards to promote U.S. economic 
growth. More than any other Govern
ment agency, NIST has the outlook 
and expertise necessary to help make 
U.S. industry, including small busi
ness, world-class competitors. NIST's 
core research and development pro
grams make possible American high 
technology products manufactured 
with world-class precision. 

Increased funding for NIST's indus
trial technology services, including the 
advanced technology program, will 
provide the necessary support for inno
vative industrial research projects. 
This model cost-sharing Government 
program has already proven its poten
tial. Also, expansion of the Manufac
turing Extension Centers can help 
more small manufacturers become 
more competitive through access to ad
vanced equipment and processes they 
could not afford on their own. 

Although the proposed funding levels 
for the programs of the Technology Ad
ministration are below the administra
tion's request and the Science Commit
tee's authorization contained in H.R. 
820, the National Competitiveness Act, 
I realize that fiscal restraints have 
made an especially strong impact on 
the appropriations process this year. 
While I am sure that the larger sum 
would have been invested wisely, I ac
cept the Appropriation Committee's 
budget allocation of cuts from the 
President's budget. However, I would 
strongly oppose any attempt to make 
any further cuts in these vi tal tech
nology programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe an invest
ment in the Department of Commerce's 
technology programs is an investment 
in long-term economic growth, market 
expansion, new products new busi
nesses, and new jobs, and I urge my 
colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PACK
ARD]. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the bill, and I offer my 
deep gratitude to the chairman and the 
ranking member for their very careful 
attention to California issues. 

Mr. Chairman, in his first year as chairman 
of the subcommittee, Mr. MOLLOHAN, and 
ranking member HAL ROGERS have done an 
excellent job addressing several items in this 
bill that are especially important to the people 
of California and to my constituents. I know 
the subcommittee had a difficult job working 
under very tight budget constraints and con
flicting priorities. For that reason, I appreciate 
their willingness to address these important 
matters. 

First, I would like to thank Mr. MOLLOHAN 
and Mr. ROGERS for including language re
garding the San Clemente checkpoint, which 
is in my district. INS has been studying and 
planning expansion of the checkpoint since 
the Carter administration. Meanwhile, the 
checkpoint is only operating part of a day, cre
ating traffic congestion, and causing dan
gerous, high-speed chases with the border pa
trol 60 miles from the Mexican border. 

I appreciate that the committee included lan
guage to force decisive action on the check
point. If the INS does not intend to imme
diately upgrade the checkpoint so that it oper
ates 24 hours a day, then the checkpoint 
should be closed and its resources and agents 
moved to the California border. 

The committee also included funding in this 
bill to put 950 more border patrol agents on 
the border. Between 2 to 3 million illegal 
alien·s come into the United States every year. 
Over 2,000 illegal immigrants come across the 
14-mile stretch between San Diego and Mex
ico every single day. Overwhelmed by these 
massive numbers, the border patrol simply 
does not have the resources and agents to 
enforce the border. I am very pleased that the 
committee recognized the urgency of this situ
ation. Illegal immigration is a problem that af
fects everyone and it needs national attention. 

I am also pleased that the committee in
cluded funds to reimburse the city of San 
Diego for the costs of treating sewage from Ti
juana. San Diego spends $3 million a year 
treating raw sewage from Mexico. Despite an 
agreement between the United States and 
San Diego, the Federal Government has been 
reluctant to reimburse the city for these costs 
forcing San Diegans to pick up the tab. I am 
pleased that for the second year in a row, the 
committee has found funds to reimburse San 
Diego. 

I appreciate the tremendous effort by the 
chairman and Mr. ROGERS on this bill, and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

0 1800 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. 
MORELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to also congratulate the chair
man and ranking member, in tight 
budget times, particularly for their 
emphasis on the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology and rec
ognizing how important they are in 
U.S. competitiveness. 
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Mr. Chairman, the committee, especially the 

chairman and the ranking member, should be 
applauded for their efforts and hard work in 
developing this bill. In our current budget cli
mate, the appropriations subcommittees have 
had an extremely difficult job to do, and I be
lieve they have done it with fairness and delib
eration. 

This appropriation includes funding for one 
of the outstanding technical agencies of the 
Federal Government which is located in my 
district-the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology. As you know, NIST is the 
only Federal laboratory explicitly charged with 
helping U.S. industry, and is one of our Gov
ernment's most important instruments in sup
port of U.S. international competitiveness. 

I am grateful for the special consideration 
given to NIST by Mr. MOLLOHAN and Mr. ROG
ERS in the subcommittee, and I appreciate that 
they both hold it in the same high regard as 
I do. 

This bill provides a total of $842 million for 
NIST for fiscal year 1995. While this amount 
is a reduction of $92 million from the budget 
request, it is an increase of $322 million above 
the amounts appropriated for fiscal year 1994. 
This seems to be a substantial funding in
crease in a tight budget year, but let us put 
this funding level in context. 

At this level, NIST appropriations would be 
approximately 1 percent of the Federal re
search and development budget. This com
pares, in recent years, to 55 percent for the 
Department of Defense and over 8.5 percent 
for the Department of Energy. I believe these 
increases are a modest step in the much 
needed reallocation of the Federal R&D budg
et between civilian and defense technologies. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, I believe there is, 
perhaps, no other place in the Federal Gov
ernment, than NIST, where for so little money 
you can accomplish so much to stimulate 
good, long-term economic growth. 

NIST's missions and approach is to work 
with industry right from the start. Priorities are 
focused by industry, and industry shares in the 
cost and conduct of the work. In this way, the 
yield is direct investments and benefits for our 
Nation's businesses. 

NIST's laboratories are a critical component 
in the U.S. game plan for succeeding in the 
critical industries of the 21st century. NIST 
technologies speed market acceptance of ad
vanced technologies by giving buyers and sell
ers objective, technically sound methods to 
agree on product performance and character
istics. The NIST labs serve all sectors of U.S. 
industry through tightly focused research pro
grams and services that address industry's 
needs for measurement and scientific tech
nology. While I appreciate the committee's ef
forts to provide as much funding as possible 
for NIST's laboratories, I hope, as this bill 
moves to the Senate, that the budget for its 
core missions will not be overlooked. The bill 
provides $279 million for NIST's laboratory 
programs, a reduction of $37 million from the 
budget request. 

The committee, unfortunately, was forced to 
cut the request for badly needed renovations 
and modernization of facilities for the NIST 
Gaithersburg, MD, and Boulder, CO, facilities. 
This funding is vital for NIST's future. In the 25 
years since NIST's Gaithersburg laboratories 

were completed, scientific laboratory facilities 
have changed dramatically. 

The deterioration of NIST facilities has al
ready made it impossible for NIST to provide 
some United States manufacturers with serv
ices on a par with our Japanese and Euro
pean competitors. The deterioration of these 
facilities is continuing at an alarming rate. We 
simply cannot afford to let NIST drift into sec
ond-rate status. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to extend my ap
preciation again to the chairman and the rank
ing member for their efforts in providing fund
ing for NIST in this very difficult budget envi
ronment. While we all share in efforts to cut 
Federal spending and reduce the Federal defi
cit, I believe we need to nurture and build on 
NIST's nearly unique-in-Government expertise 
in working with civilian industrial firms to bol
ster our international competitiveness. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11/z minutes to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, despite my opposition 
to the rule, I do rise in support of the 
bill. If, as Mr. ROGERS said, take away 
peacekeeping and we have a fine bill. 

But, I am concerned about the Presi
dent's new peacekeeping policy. For 
example, the United Nations has in
creased its peacekeeping staff by 99 
percent in the last 9 months. You can 
be sure the United Nations did not re
duce staff in other parts of its oper
ation to cover that increase. This ad
ministration now provides intelligence 
information to the United Nations on a 
regular basis, the only nation that pro
vides such information acknowledged 
to come from its intelligence service. 
Most alarming of all, U.N. Ambassador 
Albright does not feel that U.S. person
nel are at any special risk in peace
keeping operations. 

Frankly, there are other serious 
questions about the President's new 
peacekeeping policy. Despite the Presi
dent's allegedly tough new criteria, 
which are actually no different than 
the criteria announced at the Presi
dent's speech before the United Nations 
last· fall, the United States has not 
voted against a single peacekeeping 
mission. 

Second, despite these new criteria, 
allegations have arisen that the United 
States vote swapped peacekeeping 
votes in the Security Council with the 
French last fall. Although we have re
quested the U.S.-U.N. cables which 
might clarify this situation, so far the 
administration, citing executive privi
lege, has refused to supply Congress 
with those cables. 

Finally, it appears that Colin Pow
ell's language to protect U.S. soldiers 
serving in the field in U.N. operations 
was removed at the request of Ambas
sador Albright after U.N. Secretary 
General Boutros Ghali objected. Again, 
attempts to clarify this situation have 
been stonewalled. 

So again I commend the subcommit
tee for their hard work, but I hope the 
subcommittee will continue to closely 
monitor proposed peacekeeping mis
sions. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
my distinguished friend and colleague, 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
CRAMER]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 4603. On be
half of child abuse victims, I want to 
congratulate the chairman, the rank
ing member and the staffs for their fine 
inclusion of these issues in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 
4603, the Commerce, Justice, and State, the 
Judiciary, and related agencies appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 1995. 

First, I would like to commend Chairman 
ALAN MOLLOHAN for his leadership in moving 
through the Appropriations Committee and 
bringing to the House floor this important bill 
that will provide the necessary capital to ad
dress the problems of child abuse, to fund 
needed anticrime initiatives, to assist small 
and emerging businesses, and to support ef
forts in developing and implementing strate
gies to enable U.S. industry to fully realize the 
commercial benefits of new technology. 

Additionally, I would like to commend the 
staff for their professionalism and attention to 
details. 

Mr. Chairman, the Appropriations Commit
tee has been charged with an almost insur
mountable task: funding significant programs 
on the one hand and acting in accordance 
with budgetary limitations requirements on the 
other hand. Chairman MOLLOHAN and the 
other members of the subcommittee have per
formed admirably. 

I am very supportive of one particular sec
tion of this bill. The bill includes funding for the 
Children's Advocacy Center Program that was 
authorized in the 1992 amendments to the 
Victims of Child Abuse Act. The administration 
included the Children's Advocacy Center Pro
gram in its 1995 budget request. 

Why is this program important? It is impor
tant for several reasons. Based on 1990 re
vised data, States received and referred for in
vestigation approximately 1 . 7 million cases of 
child abuse out of an estimated report of 2.6 
million children who are the alleged subjects 
of child abuse and neglect. In 1991, the num
ber of cases referred for investigation rose to 
nearly 1.8 million reports. The number re
ported in 1991 represents an increase of ap
proximately 2.4 percent from 1990 data. 

In 1992, approximately 918,263 substan
tiated and indicated victims of child maltreat
ment cases were reported from 49 States. Of 
these, approximately 14 percent (129,982) 
were sexually abused. The Carnegie Corpora
tion of New York reported, in its publication 
Starting Points, that one in three victims of 
physical abuse is a baby less than 1 year old 
and that in 1990, more 1-year-olds were mal
treated than in any previous year for which 
data are available. Additionally, Starting Points 
reported "almost 90 percent of children who 
died of abuse and neglect in 1990 were under 
the age of 5; and 53 percent were less than 
1 year old." Further, based upon its annual 
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telephone survey of States, the National Com
mittee for Prevention of Child Abuse reported 
that at least three children a day die from 
physical abuse inflicted by a parent or care
taker. 

The Children's Advocacy Center Program 
addresses this problem. The mission of this 
program is to provide technical assistance, 
training and networking opportunities to help 
communities establish and maintain child 
abuse prevention, intervention, prosecution 
and investigation programs which provide 
quality services for helping victims of child 
abuse, particularly child sexual abuse. The 
purpose of Children's Advocacy Centers is to 
help abused children by providing a safe and 
comfortable environment designed to meet 
their needs for support and protection. 

The cornerstone of this program is the use 
of multidisciplinary teams. A multidisciplinary 
team consists of representatives from law en
forcement, child protective services, prosecu
tion, victim advocates, medicine and mental 
health who meet on a regular basis to review 
cases and issue joint recommendations in the 
best interest of each child. The multidisci
plinary team concept that is incorporated in 
the Children's Advocacy Program works to co
ordinate the activity of all involved public and 
private agencies to intervene in the lives of 
abused children in a meaningful way and to 
ensure that the judicial system does not re
victimize them through repeated interviews 
and examinations. 

Preventing the inadvertent revictimization of 
an abused child by the judicial and social 
service systems in their efforts to protect the 
child is a major goal of this program. As a 
consequence of a coordinated response, child 
victims are spared the pain and confusion of 
multiple interviews by prosecutors, protective 
service workers and social workers. 

This program may not be a panacea for the 
increasing problem of child abuse. However, it 
is more than a first step toward addressing the 
problem. This program has served and will 
continue to serve as a model for communities 
that are working to focus attention and efforts 
on the best interests of the child and non
offending family members. 

Funding this program speaks volumes to the 
House of Representatives' commitment to 
support a necessary profamily and anticrime 
initiative. Without question, this program im
proves the lives of communities, children and 
nonoffending family members. Communities 
from Hawaii to Vermont and cities as diverse 
as Miami and Salt Lake City have established 
multidisciplinary teams and mobilized profes
sionals to respond to child sexual abuse. In 
every instance, when the model outlined in the 
1992 amendments to the Victims of Child 
Abuse Act has been incorporated into a com
munity's unique program, that community has 
seen positive results. 

Mr. Chairman, the Children's Advocacy 
Center Program is an effective response to 
child abuse. I commend Chairman MOLLOHAN 
for his leadership efforts. I urge my colleagues 
to support the bill. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, in my dis
trict in the neighborhoods of Macomb 

and Oakland Counties, Byrne program 
funds in this bill support multi-juris
dictional anticrime task forces to 
crack down on drug dealers, auto theft 
rings, juvenile gangs and other crimi
nals who operate across municipal bor
ders. 

In April, the Attorney General, Janet 
Reno, met with local chiefs in my dis
trict . She heard firsthand why it is so 
important to continue full funding for 
these local anticrime task forces. A 
number of us battled together to re
store full funding. With the help and 
leadership of the chairman of the sub
committee, this has now been accom
plished. Today the House has a chance 
to make sure that all of our local po
lice departments have the resources 
they need to put criminals behind bars. 
I urge all of my colleagues to join me 
in strong support for this hard-won 
Byrne grant funding. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MCKEON]. 

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Taylor-Wolf 
amendment. 

The guidelines promulgated by the 
EEOC are irresponsible; they redefine 
harassment beyond the established 
legal standard and will place employers 
in the awkward position of having to 
disallow religious expression in order 
to avoid litigious suits by disgruntled 
employees. 

Religious expression has adequate 
protection under the Constitution and 
through numerous Supreme Court 
cases which have sided with the indi
vidual's right to the free expression of 
religion. Individuals have been pro
tected from discrimination long before 
such guidelines were proposed. Title 
VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act has pro
vided that protection without these 
overzealous guidelines for the last 30 
years-the Constitution has provided 
protection for the last 205. 

The EEOC's efforts to regulate reli
gious expression, however well in
tended, must be stopped. The Taylor
Wolf amendment is an important move 
in the right direction. I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MAN ZULLO]. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, they 
are the gangs who fight over turf, and 
who fuel their drug supplies by killing 
each other and those whose property 
they steal so they can buy more drugs. 
They broke into Nancy Slaughter's 
Washington, DC apartment looking for 
money; they took cd's, clothing, $25 
worth of food stamps and a child's 
piggy bank. Nancy pleaded with the 
gunmen to spare her children, Denise, 
16, Nancy 10, and Dennis, Jr, 3: "if you 
believe in God, please don't shoot my 
children, shoot me instead." A gunman 
replied, "I don't believe in God" before 
he put a gun to the head of Denise 

Slaughter, age 16, and fired once, kill
ing her. Imagine, a child murdered in 
front of her mother by a gunman look
ing for money for drugs. 

And in Chicago, there is one murder 
every 10 hours, much of which is caused 
by the battle for control of lucrative 
drug territories. 

Drugs are killing our children, both 
by kids using drugs and dying on them, 
or gangs shooting our kids to get more 
drugs. 

The majority of violent crimes are 
caused by the influx of drugs into the 
country. We must stop the drugs. The 
Justice Department bill that we are de
bating today provides programs to stop 
these· drugs, and the money for these 
programs was added back by both par
ties after the administration proposed 
to reduce or cut them: 

First, I am especially pleased that 
the Edward Byrne Memorial Block 
Grant Program received $804.3 mil
lion-a 125 percent increase over last 
year. This program funds statewide 
antidrug abuse strategies that support 
Federal drug priorities, including 
multijurisdictional task forces such as 
the SLANT program in northern Illi
nois. 

Second, another tremendous boost is 
increased funding to hire more Drug 
Enforcement Agency, FBI and Immi
gration and Naturalization agents. We 
can't even wage a skirmish against 
drugs without these agencies help in 
stopping illicit drugs from entering 
this country. I'm pleased that the Ap
propriations Committee rejected the 
Clinton administration's request and 
added money to hire 75 additional DEA 
agents; 160 new special FBI agents; and 
700 INS border patrol agents. 

Mr. Chairman, I plead with the Mem
bers of this body to pass the Justice 
bill. The memory of Denise Slaughter 
commands it. The children of America 
deserve it. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, before I 
'yield the final 30 seconds, I would like 
to urge support of this bill with the ex

. ception of the peacekeeping provision 
which we will have a provision on later 
in our consideration of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield our final 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
commend the chairman on the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
thank them for the addi tiona! Border 
Patrol with the Hunter-Moore
Cunningham amendment. Why? There 
are 16,000 illegal aliens just in Califor
nia prisons. There are 84,000 aliens na
tionwide. That costs with the health 
care, the law enforcement, and edu
cation, $37 billion a year for the U.S. 
Government. Take that times five and 
we have got about $185 billion. We are 
looking at a way to pay for health care 
in this country. Take just half of it, $93 
billion, if we used the lowest absolute 
figure we could. We could go a long 
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way to pay for health care, education, 
and the other things. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield our final 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK], a 
distinguished new Member of Congress. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, as a 
former Michigan State police trooper, I 
support funding in the bill for the 
Byrne grant program. These funds will 
provide for 22 specific prevention pro
grams. 

Mr. Chairman, 153 Members of the 
House signed a letter to the Committee 
on Appropriations asking that the 
Byrne grants be funded at no less than 
the 1994 level. 

I appreciate the chairman and his 
committee approval of that request. I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
Byrne grant formula and our Nation's 
881 multijurisdictional drug task forces 
and vote against any amendments 
which would reduce the Bryne grant 
formula level. 

Mr. Chairman, in summation we have 
a Federal program that works. We give 
the Federal money to the States, then 
the States decide which of the Bryne 
grant programs to fund. The Federal 
Government is not putting unfunded 
Federal mandates, we are not imposing 
mandates on States. Rather we are giv
ing the States a discretionary pool of 
funds so they can best decide how to 
fight crime at the State and local 
level. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
congratulate members of the committee for 
their recommendation of $70 million for the In
formation Infrastructure Grant Program under 
the National Telecommunications and Informa
tion Administration [NTIA] for demonstration of 
telecommunications technology applications. A 
firm investment in the technologies of the fu
ture is essential in keeping the United States 
economically competitive in the world market. 

Nowhere is the need for advanced tech
nologies greater than in today's educational 
system. Most school systems are just begin
ning to develop and implement new com
prehensive educational technology policies. As 
local and State policies are incorporating the 
use of technologies such as fiber optic trans
mission and video and audio CD-ROM disks, 
teacher training in the use of these tech
nologies is more than ever a primary focus. 
Boards of education are providing incentives 
to teachers and administrators to be more cre
ative in their use of educational technologies 
to prepare their school systems to meet the 
challenges of the 21st century. 

I believe that the creative use of technology 
in the classroom by students, teachers, busi
nesses and the community will bring limitless 
opportunities and benefits to our educational 
system. I commend the committee for includ
ing report language, which I requested, which 
urges NTIA to provide a grant, if warranted, to 
the Modern Educational Technology Center, 
Inc. [METEC] located in Rockville, MD to co
ordinate school-business-community partner
ships for the development of new and innova
tive educational technologies and training 
methods. I believe that METEC is uniquely po-

sitioned to be a model for the rest of the Na
tion of parent-school-business partnerships 
that promote our educational goals and foster 
economic development. 

Again, I reiterate my support for the Appro
priations Committee's recommendation of $70 
million for the National Information Infrastruc
ture Grant Program. The additional dollars that 
the committee has wisely appropriated will en
able more communities to have access to the 
necessary Federal resources so that everyone 
will have the opportunity to become travelers 
on the national information infrastructure high
way. The dollars we invest today will enable 
the U.S. to better educate its citizens and re
main economically strong. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of this bill, but I do wish to draw the atten
tion of my colleagues to one area where we 
can-and should-achieve some savings. 

Over 11 years ago, the Appropriations Com
mittee included the following in its report: 

The committee * * * continues to be con
cerned about possible duplication or com
petition with private sector efforts* * *.The 
committee directs ITA to continue to take 
steps to ensure that private sector efforts for 
expanding the export markets of U.S. indus
tries are enhanced and that ITA does not du
plicate or compete with the private sector in 
those areas where the private sector can and 
does offer quality opportunities to U.S . 
firms. The committee expects ITA to work 
closely with the private sector, particularly 
private sector event organizers, and other 
Government agencies including the Small 
Business Administration to eliminate dupli
cation and competition with private sector 
firms in the solicitation of participants for 
overseas trade shows and in the provision of 
marketing and exhibit services at such 
shows. 

Mr. Chairman, 11 years later, the Depart
ment of Commerce still refuses to allow the 
private sector to participate in the Paris Air 
Show through the certification program. A con
stituent of mine who has extensive experience 
in this field has, in fact, just recently been de
nied certification for the Paris Air Show. The 
result is not only a total lack of cooperation 
and coordination, but head-to-head competi
tion that undermines the ability of both private 
firms and the Federal Government to effec
tively and efficiently serve the needs of U.S. 
aviation exporters. 

Furthermore, I want my colleagues to know 
that the Commerce Department's aviation 
trade show activities have cost $645,349 in 
the past 4 years when there are private firms 
who are ready and willing to bear the financial 
risk involved in many aspects of these air 
shows. Not only does running the pavilion 
incur direct expenses, but the Commerce De
partment actually charges other Federal agen
cies such as NASA and NOAA for display 
space adding to the total cost of these shows. 

Mr. Chairman, the private sector is quite ca
pable of running the U.S. pavilion at the Paris 
Air Show, as it does at other air shows around 
the world. Private sector involvement will not 
mean a reduction in quality of the pavi.lion; pri
vate companies will still need the Depart
ment's certification to perform this task and 
should still work closely with relevant U.S. 
Government agencies. Allowing private com
panies to compete to run the U.S. pavilion 
would save Federal funds without harming ef-

forts to help promote American exports. It is a 
step that is long overdue. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the rule. Yesterday, I testified to 
have a limitation amendment made in order 
prior to the preferential motion to rise. 

My amendment to the Commerce, Justice, 
State appropriations bill would have allowed 
no funds to be made available to carry out the 
return to Mexico of any Mexican national who 
is a prisoner convicted of a felony in the Unit
ed States without a final order of deportation. 

Under a 1977 treaty between the United 
States and Mexico, Mexican nationals con
victed of an felony in the United States may 
be returned to Mexico to complete their sen
tences if they request it. While this can allevi
ate some prison overcrowding, unfortunately 
most transfers are being done on a voluntary 
departure basis rather than on a formal order 
of deportation. 

There are immigration consequences to this 
shortcut. Persons who voluntarily depart can 
keep illegally re-entering the United States 
without threat of serious penalties. Formal de
portation, however, carries the threat of 15-
year imprisonment for those who break the 
law and re-enter. 

The re-entry penalty was enacted to be a 
strong deterrent to criminal aliens who have 
been deported from our country. There's no 
use in having a strong deterrent law on the 
books if we are going to circumvent it by al
lowing voluntary departure for criminal aliens 
who should be deported. 

Since I cannot offer my amendment before 
the preferential motion to rise, I am supporting 
the attempt to defeat the preferential motion to 
rise by Representatives LIGHTFOOT and LiVING
STON and urge other Members to do so as 
well. 

If this motion is defeated then I intend to 
offer my limitation amendment to clarify what 
the Nation's priorities should be in the han
dling of these transfers of criminal aliens. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to com
mend the gentleman from West Virginia, the 
subcommittee chairman, for the fine job that 
he has done in developing this legislation 
which provides funding for a number of impor
tant ocean, coastal, fisheries, and maritime 
programs. 

In support of a key element of the National 
Shipbuilding Initiative passed by Congress last 
year to help revitalize U.S. commercial ship
building, the bill provide $25 million for the 
Title XI Loan Guarantee Program. 

I want to thank the chairman of the Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee, for working with 
me to include these funds. Although the 
amount is less than the request, I look forward 
to working with Chairman MOLLOHAN to im
prove upon this figure as the appropriations 
process continues. 

Currently. U.S. shipyards are completely de
pendent on military ship construction, a rapidly 
declining market. Absent a revitalization of 
commercial shipbuilding, U.S. yards face the 
possibility of permanent closure, endangering 
our defense industrial base and our ability to 
meet future defense needs. 

The President and Transportation Secretary 
Pena have proposed a five-step plan to assist 
U.S. shipyards in their transition from defense 
production to commercial construction. A vital 
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part of this plan is adequate funding for the 
title XI program which now has been ex
panded to allow U.S. shipbuilders to utilize 
these loan guarantees for the export market. 

Regulations for the expanded program have 
recently been issued and generated intense 
interest. By the end of the month the Maritime 
Administration expects to have received loan 
guarantee applications for over 1.9 million dol
lars' worth of ship construction-ships that will 
be built in U.S. yards. This means jobs for 
American workers-good paying jobs-and in
creased revenues for State and local govern
ments and the Federal Government. 

Without additional appropriations for this 
program, MarAd will temporarily have to cease 
consideration of applications for loan guaran
tees for vessels to be built in the United 
States. 

In addition to these important maritime pro
visions, the bill also provides vital funds for the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion [NOAA] to begin rebuilding our decimated 
fisheries and to manage our threatened coast
al resources. The bill provides desperately 
needed increases to improve the scientific 
basis for fisheries management, to build sus
tainable fisheries, to rebuild a healthy fishing 
industry, and to enhance seafood production 
through aquaculture. In addition, it provides 
support for the development and implementa
tion of endangered species recovery plans 
and for the implementation of recent amend
ments to the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 

The bill provides increases for marine sanc
tuaries, estuarine research reserves, and 
costal zone management. As the population 
increases in our coastal regions, these invest
ments will pay large dividends because they 
provide recreational opportunities, conserve in
creasingly threatened marine resources, and 
promote managed growth in the coastal zone. 

This bill provides necessary funding for 
many national priorities and I urge its pas
sage. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

H.R. 4603 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1995, and for 
other purposes, namely: 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to com
mend our subcommittee's new chair
man for his outstanding work in pro
ducing a bill that addresses our Na
tion's law enforcement and economic 
development needs as well as numerous 
other responsibilities, under very tight 
budgetary constraints. I also want to 
recognize and thank Mr. ROGERS for his 
exemplary contribution as the sub
committee's ranking minority mem
ber. Chairman MOLLOHAN and Mr. ROG
ERS deserve the appreciation of this 
House, and this bill deserves its sup
port. 

It is a good bill. We had some dif
ficult choices to make, but under our 

chairman's direction, we made those 
choices well. The bill contains a total 
increase in spending of $2.8 billion over 
fiscal year 1994-almost all cif which is 
targeted to fund programs created 
under the crime bill which is now the 
subject of a conference committee. 
This increase notwithstanding, the bill 
is still $1.2 billion less than the admin
istration requested and contains a 
number of specific spending cuts and 
streamlining measures. 

One good example is our broadcasts 
to Cuba, whose budgets have become 
increasingly difficult to justify in 
these tight fiscal times. I am leased 
that the subcommittee took the bull 
by the horns-acting unanimously to 
end funding for TV Marti and signifi
cantly reduce expenditures for Radio 
Marti. This represents a roughly $19 
million victory for the American tax
payer. 

The subcommittee based its decision 
to pull the plug on TV Marti and rein 
in spending at Radio Marti on the re
sults of an independent panel report. 
The panel-created last year as a com
promise between supporters and oppo
nents of the program-was instructed 
to determine whether or not TV Marti 
is technically sound, cost-effective, and 
is consistently being received by such a 
significant Cuban audience as to war
rant its continuation. In its March 31 
report, the panel confirmed what ex
perts have been telling us all along: the 
necessary operational conditions do 
not exist to make TV Marti work be
cause of jamming by the Castro gov
ernment. 

In refusing to continue funding TV 
Marti, the subcommittee also specifi
cally rejected spending any more 
money to make broadcasting enhance
ments to fix the failed program. The 
panel report proposed attempting to 
switch TV Marti's signal from a VHF 
to UHF frequencies. But this costly 
proposition was promptly and widely 
criticized by numerous technical ex
perts-including the National Associa
tion of Broadcasters and MSTV, a na
tional association of commercial and 
public television· stations-as destined 
to fail. 

Another place the subcommittee pur
sued ways of making the Government 
smarter and more discriminate in 
where and how it spends money is in 
our operations abroad. The report ac
companying the bill contains a provi
sion I authored directing the State De
partment to prepare a pilot program 
for co-locating support services for 
U.S. missions overseas. Such a joint 
administrative operation already ex
ists in Vienna, where one main center 
serves the various missions 
headquartered there, including the 
United States missions to the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency and 
the Commission on Security and Co
operation in Europe. I expect the bene
fits of replicating the Vienna model on 

a regional level will be increased effi
ciency and reduced expense in future 
fiscal years. 

Improving operations is also the key 
goal of critical investments the sub
committee was able to make in sup
porting a number of Commerce Depart
ment programs within the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion [NOAA], the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology [NIST], and 
the National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration [NTIA]. 
Many of these initiatives will help re
vitalize the American economy and im
prove the environment for generations 
to come. One such project is NOAA's 
Health of the Atmosphere initiative, 
which promises to provide scientific in
formation invaluable to implementa
tion of the 1990 Clean Air Act amend
ments. 

I'm also pleased that we were able to 
restore funding for the Wind Profiler 
Demonstration Network-a network 
which NOAA has called an unqualified 
success. Given the crippling economic 
and human costs of unexpected severe 
weather phenomena, it strikes me as 
unwise to shut down a system that's 
providing vital and accurate forecast
ing information. Were this network to 
be dismantled, it could also jeopardize 
our ability to route aircraft more effi
ciently, improve the safety of NASA 
launches, and to maintain a competi
tive edge in profiler technology. 

The subcommittee was also able to 
provide a significant funding increase 
for NIST's scientific and technical re
search program, which represents 
NIST's core research function. This, 
coupled with an increase in funding for 
the industrial technology services pro
gram, will allow NIS'T to fund more of 
the research necessary to improve 
American industries' global competi
tiveness. 

Funding for NTIA is vital to support 
the administration's efforts to help de
velop an information superhighway. 
NTIA is the lead agency working to 
make the information superhighway a 
reality. The subcommittee's support 
for NTIA will also go a long way to 
making up for a decade of neglect of 
public telecommunication facilities. 

The subcommittee also made critical 
investments in some basic programs 
that matter to every American every 
day. Answering the call for safer 
streets, we've even been able to in
crease funding for the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, the Drug Enforcement 
Administration, ·and for organized 
crime drug enforcement task forces
this means more agents on neighbor
hood streets. 

In particular, the subcommittee has 
significantly enhanced funding for the 
Edward Byrne Memorial Formula 
Grant Program. Byrne grants have 
proven a valuable resource for State 
law enforcement programs, such as 
drug and alcohol treatment and pro
grams to . divert youth away from 
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criminal activities. Under an expanded 
Byrne Program, which Chairman Mol
lohan worked with the authorizers to 
create, funding for States will more 
than double. For any State that's a big 
deal. For instance, Colorado received 
roughly $5 million in Byrne grants in 
fiscal year 1994. Under the expanded 
Byrne Program, Colorado would re
ceive over $11 million next year. That's 
a positive step in our fight against 
crime. 

I'm also pleased that we were able to 
restore funding-$14.491 million-for 
the Regional Information Sharing Sys
tem [RISS]. The information received 
by State law enforcement agencies 
from the various RISS databases is im
mensely useful in tracking criminal ac
tivities across State lines. 

The bill also includes funding for the 
National Institute of Corrections [NIC], 
which is located in Longmont, CO. The 
NIC is the national center where State 
correction departments can turn to for 
information on how to make their op
erations more efficient and cost effec
tive, and I'm glad we were able to pro
vide the funding that they need to con
tinue their excellent work. 

I'd also like to say a little about 
funding for the Legal Services Corpora
tion [LSC]. The $415 million we propose 
is far less than LSC's $500 million re
quest--and far less than it needs. One 
of the basic principles of our system of 
justice is that every American is enti
tled to a fair hearing in a court of law, 
and we have an obligation to provide 
legal representation to those who can't 
afford it. The poor are entitled com
petent representation, and this is as 
important in civil cases as it is in 
criminal. The LSC is an essential part 
of the effort to provide this assistance. 
I support their efforts and hope that we 
will be able to provide more resources 
for this valuable program in the future. 

Another issue that each year attracts 
a strong divergence of views is the ris
ing bill for the U.S. share of member
ship in various international organiza
tions, including the United Nations 
[U.N.] and its affiliates. Our contribu
tions to U.N. operations-particularly 
U.N. peacekeeping activities-is an 
issue of considerable debate within the 
subcommittee and, for that matter, 
across the Nation. Beyond controver
sies over U.S. participation in and fi
nancing of U.N. activities, however, is 
the frightening fact that the demand 
for peacekeeping operations is growing 
rapidly. The subcommittee's report in
cludes language I requested which 
takes note of the need to address this 
dilemma by addressing a root cause. 

Noting that arms sales stimulate 
arms races, which in turn undermine 
international security and increase the 
danger of regional conflicts, the sub
committee's report urges the adminis
tration to complete its ongoing review 
of U.S. policy on conventional arms 
sales as soon as possible. Further, the 

report language encourages the admin
istration to consider initiating nego
tiations among all major arms supplier 
governments to agree on a code of con
duct based on mutual restraint. 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, the bill we 
present today deals realistically with 
the fiscal constraints every appropria
tions subcommittee was faced with in a 
way that provides the resources we 
need to continue important law en
forcement and economic development 
programs. I urge its adoption. And, 
once again, I thank the chairman for 
his excellent work. 

D 1810 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND 
RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS 

JUSTICE ASSISTANCE 
For grants, contracts, cooperative agree

ments, and other assistance authorized by 
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, and the 
Missing Children's Assistance Act, as amend
ed, including salaries and expenses in con
nection therewith, and with the Victims of 
Crime Act of 1984, as amended, $94,100,000, to 
remain available until expended, as author
ized by section 1001 of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as 
amended by Public Law 102-534 (106 Stat. 
3524), of which $750,000 of the funds provided 
under the Missing Children's Program shall 
be made available as a grant to a national 
voluntary organization representing 
Alzheimer patients and families to plan, de
sign, and operate the "Safe Return" Pro
gram. 

STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree
ments, and other assistance authorized by 
part E of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amend
ed, for State and Local Narcotics Control 
and Justice Assistance Improvements, not
withstanding the provisions of section 511 of 
said Act, $68,500,000, to remain available 
until expended, as authorized by section 1001 
of title I of said Act, as amended by Public 
Law 102-534 (106 Stat. 3524), of which: (a) 
$50,000,000 shall be available to carry out the 
provisions of chapter A of subpart 2 of part E 
of title I of said Act, for discretionary grants 
under the Edward Byrne Memorial State and 
Local Law Enforcement Assistance Pro
grams; (b) $12,000,000 shall be available to 
carry out the provisions of chapter B of sub
part 2 of part E of title I of said Act, for Cor
rectional Options Grants; (c) $6,000,000 shall 
be available for implementation of the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation 's National In
stant Background Check System; and (d) 
$500,000 shall be available to carry out the 
provisions of subtitle B of title I of the Anti 
Car Theft Act of 1992 (Public Law 102-519), 
notwithstanding the provisions of section 
131(b)(2) of said Act, for grants to be used in 
combating motor vehicle theft: Provided, 
That of the funds made available in fiscal 
year 1995 under chapter A of subpart 2 of part 
E of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended: (a) 
$2,000,000 shall be available for the activities 
of the District of Columbia Metropolitan 

Area Drug Enforcement Task Force; and (b) 
not to exceed $500,000 shall be available to 
make grants or enter contracts to carry out 
the Denial of Federal Benefits program 
under the Controlled Substances Act, as 
amended by the Crime Control Act of 1990 (21 
U.S.C. 862): Provided further, That funds made 
available in fiscal year 1995 under subpart 1 
of part E of title I of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as 
amended, may be obligated for programs to 
assist States in the litigation processing ,of 
death penalty Federal habeas corpus peti
tions. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOLLOHAN 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. The Clerk read as 
follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MOLLOHAN: On 
page 3, strike everything after line 16 down 
to and including the word "theft" on line 20, 
and insert the following: the anti Car Theft 
Act of 1992 (Public Law 102-519), for grants to 
be used in combating motor vehicle theft, of 
which $200,000 shall be available pursuant to 
subtitle B of title I of said Act, and of which 
$300,000 shall be available pursuant to sec
tion 306 of title III of said Act. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN (during the read
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of' the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOLLOHAN. I yield to the gen

tleman from Kentucky. 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, we have 

had a chance to look at the amend
ment. We find it in order and agree to 
it and have no objection. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
urge the adoption of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. MOL
LOHAN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
In addition, for grants, contracts, coopera

tive agreements, and other assistance , to be 
allocated and distributed in accordance with 
section 506(a) of partE of title I of the Omni
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3756), notwith
standing the provisions of section 511 of said 
Act, $804,280,000, to remain available until 
expended, to carry out the provisions of-

(1) subpart 1 of part E of title I of the Om
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968, as amended, for grants to States under 
the Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local 
Law Enforcement Assistance Programs, 

(2) section 501 of the Immigration Reform 
and Control Act of 1986, as amended (8 U.S.C. 
1365), to reimburse States for costs of incar
cerating illegal aliens, and 

(3) section 106(b) of the Brady Handgun Vi
olence Prevention Act of 1993, Public Law 
103-159 (107 Stat. 1536) to upgrade State 
criminal history records. 

JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS 
For grants, contracts, cooperative agree

ments, and other assistance authorized by 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act of 1974, as amended, including 
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salaries and expenses in connection there
with to be transferred to and merged with 
the appropriations for Justice Assistance, 
$146,500,000, to remain available until ex
pended, as authorized by section 299 of part 
I of title II and section 506 of title V of said 
Act, as amended by Public Law 102-586, of 
which: (a) $100,000,000 shall be available for 
expenses authorized by parts A, B, and C of 
title II of said Act; (b) $7,500,000 shall be 
available for expenses authorized by sections 
281 and 282 of part D of title II of said Act for 
prevention and treatment programs relating 
to juvenile gangs; (c) $15,000,000 shall be 
available for expenses authorized by section 
285 of part E of title II of said Act; (d) 
$4,000,000 shall be available for expenses au
thorized by part G of title II of said Act for 
juvenile mentoring programs; and (e) 
$20,000,000 shall be available for expenses au
thorized by title V of said Act for incentive 
grants for local delinquency prevention pro
grams. 

In addition, for grants, contracts, coopera
tive agreements, and other assistance au
thorized by the Victims of Child Abuse Act 
of 1990, as amended, $11 ,250,000, to remain 
available until expended, as authorized by 
sections 214B, 218, and 224 of said Act, of 
which: (a) $500,000 shall be available for ex
penses authorized by section 213 of said Act 
for regional children's advocacy centers; (b) 
$2,000,000 shall be available for expenses au
thorized by section 214 of said Act for local 
children's advocacy centers; (c) $2,000,000 
shall be available for technical assistance 
and training, as authorized by section 214A 
of said Act, of which $1 ,500,000 is for a grant 
to the American Prosecutor Research Insti
tute 's National Center for Prosecution of 
Child Abuse, and of which $500,000 is for a 
grant to the National Network of Child Ad
vocacy Centers; (d) $1,000,000 shall be avail
able for training and technical assistance, as 
authorized by section 217(b)(l) of said Act for 
a grant to the National Court Appointed 
Special Advocates program; (e) $5,000,000 
shall be available for expenses authorized by 
section 217(b)(2) of said Act to initiate and 
expand local court appointed special advo
cate programs; and (f) $750,000 , notwithstand
ing section 224(b) of said Act, shall be avail
able to develop and distribute model tech
nical assistance and training programs to 
improve the handling of child abuse and ne
glect cases, as authorized by section 223(a) of 
said Act, for a grant to the National Council 
of Juvenile and Family Court Judges. 

COMMUNITY POLICING 
For grants, contracts, cooperative agree

ments, and other assistance authorized in 
H.R. 3355, the Violent Crime Control and Law 
Enforcement Act of 1994, for the Cops on the 
Beat Program, including salaries and ex
penses in connection therewith to be trans
ferred to and merged with the appropriations 
for Justice Assistance, $1 ,332,000,000, to re
main available until expended. 

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS BENEFITS 
For payments authorized by part L of title 

I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796), as amend
ed, such sums as are necessary, to remain 
available until expended, as authorized by 
section 6093 of public Law 100-690 (102 Stat. 
4339-4340), and, in addition, $2,072,000, to re
main available until expended, for payments 
as authorized by section 1201(b) of said Act. 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HAST-

INGS) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill (H.R. 4603) making appro
priations for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, the Judici
ary, and related agencies programs for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1995, and making supplemental appro
priations for these departments and 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 3355, VIOLENT CRIME 
CONTROL AND LAW ENFORCE
MENT ACT OF 1994 
Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I offer 

a privileged motion to instruct con
ferees on the bill (H.R. 3355) to amend 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 to allow grants to 
increase police presence, to expand and 
improve cooperative ~fforts between 
law enforcement agencies and members 
of the community to address crime and 
disorder problems, and otherwise to en
hance public safety. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McCOLLUM moves that the managers 

on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two houses on 
the House amendment to the Senate amend
ment to the bill H.R. 3355 be instructed not 
to agree to any provision similar to subtitle 
I, relating to the Local Partnership Act, of 
to any provision similar to it, of title X of 
the House amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. McCOLLUM] will be recognized for 
30 minutes, and a Majority Member 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
indicate that I will represent the oppo
sition to this motion to instruct con
ferees. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

This motion to instruct conferees of 
the House on the crime bill that is 
going on is to not agree to the Local 
Partnership Act or to anything similar 
to it based on a need that I believe, and 
I think, many Members do not set pri
ori ties in spending in this crime legis
lation. 

The chairman's mark I have seen is 
going to spend about $30 billion of 
money. A good portion of that money 
is going to social or prevention pro
grams, some of which are very good 
and noble, some of which I agree with. 

The problem is that only a fraction 
of what needs to be spent of the total 

amount of money there for dealing 
with prisons and dealing with the real 
law enforcement issues is put off in the 
mark as we now see it. 

In the House version that passed out 
to go to conference, over $10 billion was 
set aside for so-called prevention pro
grams. Again, some of that is fine. If 
we had all the money in the world to 
spend, we would certainly do a lot of 
these programs. But I think every 
Member of this .body understands that 
that is not the case. 

When the conferees come down to it, 
they are going to have to make some 
very tough decisions. I am a conferee, a 
number of Members on both sides of 
the aisle are conferees to a conference 
that has not yet met. It seems to me 
we need to understand that and set 
those priorities at least to give some 
guidance to setting those priorities to 
our Members of the conference now. 

This motion to instruct is an effort 
to do that. The $2 billion Local Part
nership Act is a grant program for the 
cities and local communities that does 
purportedly a number of things. The 
money might be for education to pre
vent crime, for substance abuse treat
ment to prevent crime, for coordina
tion of crime prevention programs 
funded under this title with other ex
isting Federal program to meet the 
overall needs of communities that ben
efit from funds received under this sec
tion, of job programs to prevent crime, 
a pretty broad possibility here. 

The bottom line of it is that it just 
does not make sense to go forward with 
a $2 billion program that is basically a 
jobs program, which is what I see this 
is being, when we have so many higher 
priorities, when we have such a high 
rate of crime and violent crime in this 
country and a better place to send the 
money. 

There was a very interesting edi
torial in the June 13 issue of the Wall 
Street Journal written by Stephen 
Moore, and I will just quote a little bit 
·from that particular op-ed piece Mr. 
Moore published. 

He said: 
Don ' t look now, but after 18 months in of

fice , Bill Clinton is finally going to get his 
long-awaited fiscal stimulus bill through 
Congress. This year the White House and big
city mayors have used an ingenious market
ing strategy. They call it a crime bill. In 
fact, it is a well-kept secret on Capitol Hill 
that this year's crime bill is the largest 
urban cash program to come through Con
gress since Richard Nixon invented revenue 
sharing. 

D 1820 
Mr. Moore goes on in part of his op

ed piece to point out the $2 billion pro
gram that I would wish us to instruct 
conferees to delete. He says: 

Some $2 billion would be allocated to the 
Local Partnership Act of LP A which is reve
nue sharing. The flow of Federal funds to 
State programs resurrected under another 
name. In truth it is worse than revenue shar
ing, because part of the formula for distrib
uting the cash is based on local tax burdens. 
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The more oppressive the local tax regime the 
more money the city get from Uncle Sam. 
This rewards cities for high taxation. For 
the cities this is a big gift. For the urban 
lobby, the LPA promises to become Uncle 
Sam's gift that never stops giving. 

And that is exactly what I see that is 
wrong with this. 

The Local Partnership Act with its 
focus on a community's affluence, un
employment level and rate of taxation 
should be considered as part of an eco
nomic stimulus package, not part of a 
crime bill. The limited resources of the 
violent crime reduction trust fund, 
which will be set up in this crime bill 
whenever a conference report is issued 
must not be used for this program. It 
just does not make sense. The Local 
Partnership Act contains a quota pro
vision for disadvantaged business en
terprises. Not less than 10 percent obli
gated by the local government must go 
to small business concerns controlled 
by socially and economically disadvan
taged individuals and women, and his
torically black colleges and univer
sities and other colleges and univer
sities with a student body that is 20 
percent Hispanic Americans or native 
Americans. Instead of setting quotas in 
social spending programs, the crime 
conferees should be concerned with the 
figures that really matter in the fight 
against violent crime. According to the 
FBI Uniform Crime Reports, in 1991, 
22,540 people were murdered, 11,175 of 
those victims were black. In 1992, 21,505 
people were murdered, 10,660 of these 
victims were black. Blacks account for 
12.4 percent of the population but were 
49.6 percent of the murder victims in 
1991 and 1992. These are alarming sta
tistics. Given these facts and the lim
ited resources to fight violent crime in 
this country, would not those who are 
apt to be victims of crime want to have 
the limited resources spent to put 
these violent criminals behind bars in
stead of spending it on a new social 
program which we are talking about in 
this particular case? 

As the gentleman, Mr. Moore, said in 
his column, especially that is so since 
the structure of this program is de-

. signed strictly for urban areas and 
skewed to those with the highest tax 
rates. It just does not make sense. Of 
all the prevention programs in this 
particular legislation, this 50-page one 
in the House version that we sent over 
to conference, is the one that clearly 
had the most problems. If we want to 
take some of the money out of the pre
vention area, and I certainly think we 
should, we cannot begin to fund it all, 
we should instruct the conferees that 
this is where we want them to look, 
this is where we want them to take it 
out and not somewhere else. Again, 
that is the purpose of this. 

The overall chairman's mark that we 
have seen and again, we do not know 
what is going to come out of this con
ference. It was supposed to meet today, 
I do not know when it is going to meet. 
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Every passing day is a problem for us. 
It is one violent crime every 22 sec
onds, one murder every 22 minutes, one 
forcible rape every 5 minutes, one ag
gravated assault every 28 seconds. And 
yet we cannot seem to get together as 
conferees and have a conference. It has 
been postponed a number of times. 

But when we do get together on this, 
the chairman's mark indicates that 
even if we took this $2 billion out there 
would be nearly $6 billion left in pre
vention monies in the bill in addition 
to monies for prisons and so forth. We 
simply cannot afford to go this route. 
Beside this is a bad, bad particular pro
gram that this motion to instruct 
would strike or proposes to strike. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker and Members, we are 
here today on yet another motion to 
instruct conferees by my friend [Mr. 
McCOLLUM], a member of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary, who only yester
day offered yet another motion to in
struct the House conferees. 

Yesterday he insisted that the House 
revote the provision that we spend $13.5 
billion for a particular part of the 
crime bill. today he comes forward 
again with yet another motion to in
struct conferees, which is setting a new 
precedent for the use of this parliamen
tary tool in the House. 

Now he says that $2 billion is an ex
cessive amount in the bill and that it is 
his intention that in the name of fiscal 
responsibility that we strike these $2 
billion. Why? 

Well, because it is part of the preven
tion package in the crime bill which is 
one of the reasons that I supported the 
crime bill, because we have a balanced 
crime bill for the first time which deals 
not only with punishing criminals but 
creating additional ·police officers that 
would be federally funded. For the first 
time it is looking at the way that we 
might head off those who might be 
moving into criminal activities. 

So I am here to urge that this motion 
be rejected because the Local Partner
ship Act reaffirms our confidence in 
local government. We are saying that 
local governments at the city level and 
at the county level know at least as 
much about preventing crime as Wash
ington does. So this provision passed 
by the House, supported by the Com
mittee on the Judiciary would give our 
most needy urban and rural govern
ments flexible Federal funds so that 
they could decide after a public hear
ing how they best prevent crime. 

Those who attack the Local Partner
ship Act at this stage of the game are 
really attacking their own local gov
ernments, they are really saying, we 
don't think you know how to prevent 
crime. We don't think the mayors and 
the police chiefs and the county law of
ficers understand what this particular 

problem is. That is precisely why in a 
very specific prevention package we 
have the Local Partnership Act. We 
have determined by formula the way 
that this money should be going and it 
employs local self-help by giving more 
funds to local governments that have 
imposed high taxes upon themselves. I 
understand that is under criticism now 
by my friend. Who else would we want 
to reward more than those commu
nities who have put a maximum tax 
upon themselves already. And that is 
now factored into the formula to deter
mine how this money should be spread. 
It is a good idea. It is a very important 
concept. 

I would urge that we very quickly, as 
quickly as possible, vote to keep this 
program in the crime package and not 
to give the conferees any further in
structions. 

As one of the conferees, I have been 
instructed to death on this bill. We had 
hearings, we had debate on the floor, 
we are now being confronted with a se
ries of revisitations to the crime bill, 
one motion at a time. We have had a 
couple already. I do not know how 
many more are coming on. 

I too urge that we get the conference 
under way. I would like at this point to 
bring to my colleagues' attention a let
ter received from attorney General 
Janet Reno, and I would like to quote 
one paragraph. 

The Local Partnership Act is one of the 
important prevention programs included in 
the House Crime Bill that make the bill a 
balanced and common sense approach to 
fighting crime. The program provides re
sources to local governments, which are 
most familiar with local needs, to take nec
essary steps to fight crime. It is supported 
by local officials from across the country. 

It is important for Congress to include pre
vention programs like the Local Partnership 
Act in the Crime Bill. 

Sincerely, 
JANET RENO. 

The text of the complete letter is as 
follows: 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, DC, June 23, 1994. 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, 
Chairman, House Government Operations Com

mittee, House of Representatives, Washing
ton , DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CONYERS: I am writing to 
you and Chairman Brooks because I under
stand that a motion may be offered today 
which would seek to instruct the House of 
Representatives' conferees on the Crime Bill 
to reject the Local Partnership Act-which 
was included in the Crime Bill that passed 
the House in April. I urge the House to reject 
the Motion to Instruct. 

The Administration supports passage of 
the Local Partnership Act as part of a com
prehensive Crime Bill which should also in
clude, among other key provisions, a funding 
mechanism to ensure that the bill 's promises 
will be achieved; assistance to state and 
local communities to help them put an addi
tional 100,000 police officers on our nation's 
streets; a ban on assault weapons; assistance 
to states to build necessary correctional fa
cilities to ensure that violent offenders are 
incarcerated; tough and certain punishment 
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for repeat and violent offenders, including 
the President's " three strikes" proposal and 
the death penalty for the most heinous of
fenses; and innovative crime prevention pro
grams that give our young people something 
to say yes to. 

The Local Partnership Act is one of the 
important prevention programs included in 
the House Crime Bill that make the bill a 
balanced and commonsense approach to 
fighting crime. The program provides re
sources to local governments, which are 
most familiar with local needs, to take nec
essary steps to fight crime. It is supported 
by local officials from across the country. 

It is important for Congress to include pre
vention programs like the Local Partnership 
Act in the Crime Bill. I again urge defeat of 
the Motion to Instruct and prompt passage 
of the Crime Bill. 

Sincerely, 
JANET RENO. 

0 1830 
Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, I appre

ciate the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. CONYERS) for yielding. I think he 
is aware of some concerns that have 
been expressed from my office to his 
with regard to the formula used in the 
Local Partnership Act, and I simply 
wanted to ask if, if I am correct in that 
regard, that he is familiar with those 
concerns, if there is any possibility 
that we might see a modification of 
this conference. 

Specifically what I am asking about 
is the way the formula works. The city 
of Detroit gets about $29 million, and 
my city of exactly the same size gets 
about $2.3 million. There are a lot of 
complicated reasons in the formula for 
that, but the bottom line is it is very 
difficult for me to defend that kind of 
a formula when I go back home, and I 
think perhaps the gentleman or the 
other authors of the provisions-

Mr. CONYERS. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleague 
that I do not want to go city by city 
through the House of Representatives 
this evening, but could we not engage 
in how the formula is constructed, if 
we could meet, and how it might be 
modified, if it can be modified? 

Mr. BRYANT. Certainly. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I re

serve the balance of my time. 
Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
McCoLLUM] for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I join in the motion to 
instruct conferees to remove the Local 
Partnership Act from the crime bill be
cause the Local Partnership Act, 
whether one chooses to support it or 
not support it, is not and has never 
been a crime prevention program. The 
Local Partnership Act, as included in 

the House passed version of the crime 
bill, was originally drafted as H.R. 581 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Government Operations, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CONYERS]. However that bill, as intro
duced on January 26, 1993, states 19 
findings at the beginning of the bill as 
to why the Congress should pass the 
Local Partnership Act. Not one of the 
19 findings mentions crime or crime 
prevention. The 19 findings deal solely 
with economic stimulation and the dis
parities of income, income readjust
ment. 

Just to give an example: 
Finding No. 2 in the original Local 

Partnership Act states effective local 
governments in the services they pro
vide contribute to national economic 
growth. National economic growth, of 
course, is a laudable goal for the Con
gress of the United States, but not in a 
crime bill. 

To give another example: 
Finding No. 2 states the disparities 

and per capita income between cities 
and their suburbs accelerated in the 
1980's, and it goes on in finding No. 12 
to state there is a growing discrepancy 
in the ability of the Nation's local gov
ernments to provide these public serv
ices for their residents. Hence this 
weighted formula on how to distribute 
the Federal funds. 

The point is that this bill was drafted 
for the purpose of economic stimula
tion and for the purpose of readjusting 
income to cities. Both of these are 
worthwhile topics. Both of these ideas 
deserve their forum, but not in a crime 
bill, in a crime prevention section, or 
any other section. To simply change 
one part of the bill and to say the pro
grams going to be funded are for the 
purpose of preventing crime does not 
change the basic idea that the whole 
purpose of this bill is just to spend 
money as fast as possible. In fact, find
ing No. 4 states local governments 
would spend quickly and productively 
any additional Federal funds they re
ceive under this act. In other words the 
whole idea is just to spend money just 
to jump money into the economy. 

Mr. Speaker, a true crime prevention 
program would not be this broad, 
would not be this shotgun. It would 
take the time to analyze in much more 
specificity what kinds of programs are 
we taking about, how would they actu
ally prevent crime. This is a substi
tution of an economic stimulus pack
age that has not passed the House 
under the name, under the guise and 
pretense of crime prevention. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. CANADY]. 

Mr. CANADY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
McCOLLUM] for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak in 
support of the motion to instruct con-

ferees. The portion of the House crime 
bill to which this motion is addressed 
represents a classic example of how to 
throw money. at a problem. The so
called Local Partnership Act does in
deed throw money in the general direc
tion of the crime problem, but unfortu
nately it gives the taxpayers no assur
ance that the money spent will produce 
the desired results. 

The provisions of the legislation in 
fact add up to an elaborate revenue 
sharing program, Mr. Speaker, which 
may in the absolute discretion of local 
governments be used to fund a jobs pro
gram of some description. Although 
the funds may be used for other broad
ly defined purposes related to crime 
prevention, any recipient government 
may spend every single penny of the 
grant funds on a "job program to pre
vent crime." What kind of jobs pro
grams will that be? How will such jobs 
programs operate? Who will receive the 
jobs? There are no answers to those 
questions in the language of the legis
lation. The bill simply says "a job pro
gram to prevent crime;" that is it. 

Mr. Speaker, past experience shows 
that such an undefined jobs program 
will, in at least some places,. in fact be
come a patronage program for political 
cronies. Now a patronage program for 
political cronies may be what some 
people want out of this bill, but it is 
not what the American people want, 
and it is certainly not something that 
will do anything to solve the urgent 
problem of crime in America. 

The Members of this House need to 
pay close attention to this issue. I 
would suggest that the Members look 
at the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Mon
day, April 25, on page H2662, and they 
will see 13 lines there which describe 
the way these funds, the $2 billion, will 
be used. There are 13 lines to describe 
how we will use $2 billion. 

That is ridiculous. This is a program 
that is out of control. The Members of 
the House need to focus on this. The 
legislative language in question here is 
a perfect formula for abuse and a waste 
of taxpayers' dollars . We need to put 
money into programs that have a prov
en record of success, not throw away 
money into political patronage pro
grams. 

Mr. Speaker, the House should adopt 
the motion to instruct and send a clear 
message to the conferees that we do 
not want to waste the public's money 
on this ill-conceived program. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BONIOR], the distinguished 
majority whip. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, let us be 
clear what our colleagues will be vot
ing for if they vote for this motion in 
this amendment. They will be voting to 
cut funds that will go to local DARE 
programs that have kept kids off the 
street and away from drugs. They will 
be voting to end Boys and Girls Clubs 
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that give children in high-crime and 
high-risk areas an alternative to a life 
of crime. If our colleagues vote for this 
motion, they will be voting to take re
sources out of the hands of local crime 
control officials in their own district, 
both Republicans and Democrats who 
have asked for help in attacking crime 
at the root by preventing it before it 
happens. Our colleagues would be vot
ing to take resources from local com
munities who would use these funds to 
bring metal detectors into schools to 
make them safer so kids can learn, to 
keep schools open later to give chil
dren an alternative to the streets and 
to counsel children to keep them away 
from drugs and violence. 

By voting for this motion today, you 
will be sending a clear message that 
Washington knows better than local 
communities how to fight crime, that 
Washington bureaucracy knows what 
works better than local crime officials 
and that there is nothing Washington 
can do to help needy rural and urban 
communities to fight crime. By voting 
for this motion you will be voting 
against local police officers, sheriffs, 
citizens, all of whom support the bal
anced prevention package that we 
passed in the crime bill and all of 
whom want us to vote against this mo
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, let us be clear what this 
amendment is all about. This amend
ment is nothing but another delaying 
tactic by those who do not want a 
crime bill. They just want crime as a 
political issue. 
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Now, it is easy for all of us to say we 

want to help police officers and have 
our pictures taken with the policemen 
on the beat. But this motion offers us 
one simple challenge. What are we 
going to do to help those police officers 
fight crime before it happens? 

This motion is one more effort to 
posture on crime. They could not kill 
the crime bill through the front door, 
so now they are trying to steal it away 
through the back door. 

Mr. Speaker, the last time I checked, 
the American people wanted us to do 
more to prevent crime, not less. They 
want us to do more to keep kids off the 
streets, not less. 

The crime bill we passed recently is a 
tough, smart package, that contains an 
effective balance between punishment 
and prevention. It focuses on punish
ment, including billions for the con
struction of new prisons. It focuses on 
policing, including resources to put be- · 
tween 50,000 and 100,000 policemen on 
the beat. And it focuses on prevention, 
by giving local communities the assist
ance they need to attack crime before 
it happens. 

It is a smart, effective, balanced bill 
that passed overwhelmingly, with bi
partisan support. And if you vote for 
this motion, you break that bond of 

those 3 trinity points in this bill, that 
are so important to get this bill 
through. 

Now, if that has not convinced you, 
you ought to recognize that the money 
in your State for your local officials to 
make the local decisions to deal with 
crime is substantial. 

To the gentlemen from Florida who 
have spoken this evening, they will 
lose $90 million, for every city, going to 
every major city and local community 
in Florida that needs to fight crime, 
Miami, Tampa, Clearwater, you name 
it. Gone, if this passes. 

So I ask my colleagues this evening, 
as late as it may be, to help us get a 
good crime package by rejecting this 
amendment. I do not know for the life 
of me why anybody on this side of the 
aisle would vote for it. I do not know 
why you would want to go back to your 
district and say, "I cut out crime for 
the DARE Program, I cut out the 
crime package to help kids with drug 
abuse program, and I am proud of it. 
Because I think Washington knows bet
ter than my local communities." 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote no on the McCollum amendment, 
and let us get on with the business of 
our country. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, what the whip just said 
on the other side of the aisle, I take 
some issue with. I respect him a great 
deal. But for one thing, he misrepre
sents what this motion does. This mo
tion eliminates one program only, the 
Local Partnership Act. It has nothing 
to do with the DARE Program or the 
Byrne grants or the Community Polic
ing Program. It leaves completely in
tact all the money for the new police 
we are going to have, and the prosecu
tors, and rural drug training. In fact, it 
leaves alone the Model Intensive Acts, 
the Ounce of Prevention School Pro
grams, the violence against women 
money, the Yes grants, the prison 
treatment programs, the gang preven
tion, even midnight basketball and 
midnight sports, community youth ac
tivity money, youth gang prevention 
services. Boys and Girls Clubs moneys 
are not touched by this, police partner
ship moneys are not, safe low-income 
housing moneys are not touched, nor 
are the Olympic Youth Program and 
youth violence prevention. 

All of these are separate titles in the 
bill. We do not touch at all the moneys 
for them. All we want to get out and 
all I am trying to get our of here to
night is a $2 billion boondoggle in here. 
A lot of this, local governments would 
love to have us give anything we give 
out. They do not know what is in here. 
But you say give them grant money, 
they are going to take it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this motion to instruct con
ferees. 

The American people have demanded 
real action by this body on crime, and 
they should not be given big spending 
social programs as an alternative. 

The LP A provides $2 billion of scarce 
crime fighting resources as a "no ques
tions asked" grant to cities. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
rightly recognize that the criminals 
who prey on the innocent in our soci
ety must be held accountable for their 
actions, not rewarded. 

Unfortunately, the crime bill does 
not reflect this priority. 

Nearly $2 billion of badly needed 
crime fighting funds are instead dedi
cated to the Local Partnership Act. In
stead of taking the needed steps to stop 
violent crime in its tracks, the omni
bus crime bill reestablishes revenue 
sharing. 

Mr. Speaker, the $2 billion wasted on 
the LP A could be used to build 80 new 
State prisons or to place nearly 40,000 
new police officers in our cities streets. 
Either of these two approaches would 
have a real impact on crime. 

Let me remind this body of the na
ture of the problem in this country. 
Every year in this country, nearly 5 
million Americans are victims of vio
lent crime. A murder is committed 
every 21 minutes, a rape, every 5 min
utes. Someone's car is stolen every 19 
seconds. 

The American people expect us to 
take serious actions to solve this prob
lem. This revenue sharing proposal is 
not even a close solution. The crimi
nals who prey on the innocent should 
expect one clear message from this 
body. 

Their violent behavior will not be 
tolerated. 
If they continue to commit these hei

nous acts they should expect to get 
caught. 

When they get sentenced, they will 
serve real time. 

And if they are repeat offenders they 
will be sentenced for life. 

Handing out cash to fund various 
State crime prevention programs will 
not lock up recidivists. Insuring that 
failed root causes solutions continue 
won't put more police on the beat. 

The LPA is a step in the wrong direc
tion. It is a step in favor of big spend
ing social programs, but it's not even a 
little step in real crime prevention. 

To my colleagues on this side of the 
aisle, be aware-the American people 
are watching. They are looking to see 
who is working to make their streets 
safer and who is not. We will not be 
able to get away with saying we tried. 
We will not be able to say we meant 
well. We know what works-we know 
what can make a difference. And we 
also know what doesn't. If we do not 
use the opportunity to hold criminals 
accountable I can assure that the 
American people will hold us account
able. The American people do not want 
or need smoke and mirrors, and I say 
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let us not be a party to ineffective pre
tensions. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
motion to instruct. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. SHAYS]. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
doubt the sincerity of Members of this 
side of the aisle, my side of the aisle, 
who want to eliminate the Local Part
nership Act, but I have to tell you I am 
somewhat surprised with the logic. I 
am surprised with the logic because for 
years I have been part of a party that 
says allow local governments to decide 
how to deal with crime. 

I want the city of Bridgeport in my 
community in my district to decide 
how to deal with crime. I want them to 
have the opportunity to spend their 
money as they see fit. 

Why would we on our side of the aisle 
decide it is all right to have Federal 
mandates? Federal mandates are all 
right, when it is our kind of mandate, 
but when it is someone else's kind of 
mandate, we do not want it. 

Why on our side of the aisle do we op
pose allowing local communities ~o de
cide how to spend money when they 
want to deal with crime? 

I do not understand it. What I do un
derstand about this formula is it is tar
geted. Now, maybe we did not care as 
much about Los Angeles or New York 
City in past years because we did not 
represent them. But we have Repub
licans who have to run these cities, 
who need this kind of money to deal 
with crime. 

I think prisons are important, and I 
vote to spend money for prisons. But I 
also think it is important to allow 
local communities to decide how they 
want to spend money to fight crime. 

Bridgeport, CT needs the resources to 
deal with it. And what I particularly 
find important about this amendment 
is, they have tried to focus the money 
where it is needed, where crime exists. 

In the past we have provided local 
revenue sharing money, and we have 
given to communities in my district 
that do not need it, like the 
Greenwiches of this world, like the 
Fairfields. They are in my district and 
I would love my communities to have 
more money, but they do not need it 
like Bridgeport needs it. 

This formula focuses on urban areas 
that need the money to fight crime. 
For the life of me, I hope Republicans 
and Democrats can agree that once in 
a while it is nice not to have a large 
bureaucracy that is going to take some 
of the money, that this money can be
come quickly focused to communities 
so they can spend the monies on pro
grams that meet their needs to fig:1t 
crime. 

I hear about local jobs. As far as I am 
concerned, the best antidote to fight
ing crime is a job. The best antidote in 
my city of Bridgeport this summer to 

fight crime is to help young people 
have a job. That will make a world of 
difference. 

I have a lot of substance abuse in my 
district. I would like it to go to my 
local communities so they can use it to 
fight the crime of drugs. 

0 1850 

I would like it to be done without a 
lot of administrative costs. It seems to 
me that this is a program that Repub
licans have been fighting for 4 years. 
Let local communities decide how to 
spend money to fight crime. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
7 minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. GINGRICH], our distinguished 
Republican whip. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I was 
going to ask for less time, but the gen
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] 
asked many good questions on top of 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CONYERS] and the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] fine statements 
that I wanted to take a couple minutes 
to talk about where we are at. 

Let me say, first of all, it is not a 
problem to mandate, if we pay for it. 
The Federal Government, when it is 
paying· for something, has every right 
to say, since we are raising the money 
from the taxpayers, we have a legiti
mate right to say what we think ought 
to be done with the taxpayers' money. 
I do not blame local officials for calling 
our offices and saying, please, send me 
money that I do not have to raise taxe::. 
on. Please give me a gift so I can spend 
it locally. But we have no obligation, 
with a several hundred billion dollar 
deficit, to create a brand new port bar
rel patronage program. 

First of all, I would just say that we 
do not have an obligation to go back to 
a program which failed, a program in 
which the Federal Government shipped 
checks to various cities. 

Let me say, I am a little surprised at 
my good friend from Connecticut, who 
is usually at the cutting edge of these 
kind of changes, because if we go and 
talk to many of the best mayors of the 
·country on both sides of the aisle, if we 
talk to Mayor Norquist of Milwaukee, 
who is a Democrat, he will tell us the 
problem is not money. The problem in 
the big cities is unionized bureauc
racies, work rules that are crazy, regu
lations that are nuts, red tape that is 
destructive, waste and inefficiencies 
and a political system that is not re
sponsive to small business and that 
kills jobs. 

If we look at Guiliani, the Repub
lican mayor of New York, he just cut 
spending for the first time in two dec
ades. New York City will spend less 
money under Guiliani, and he worked 
out a bipartisan deal with the Demo
crats. 

If we talk to King up in Rochester, 
NY, the county executive, he is cutting 
spending by applying quality to having 

better government. If we talk to Ed 
Rendell in Philadelphia, he is reform
ing the system by taking on the em
ployee unions. 

If we go out and talk to Dick Riordan 
and say to him, how did you get the ex
pressway built after the earthquake, 
years ahead of schedule, he will tell us 
bluntly, he broke the law. And he 
counted on no L.A. jury indicting and 
convicting him, because he was getting 
them to work on time despite the fact 
that it was illegal under local law to do 
what he did, because he applied com
mon sense. And he hired a contractor, 
and he worked him 7 days a week be
cause it matters. 

I would say to my good friend from 
Connecticut, this not a mandate. This 
is a question of whether the taxpayers 
of America, with the $200 billion defi
cit, should send $2 billion to local gov
ernments measured by how much they 
have already raised taxes to hire a 
larger bureaucracy to have a bigger po
litical machine. 

If Members look at number Don page 
133, a job program to prevent crime. I 
know what that is going to translate 
into. In Washington, DC, a sick city, a 
city whose government is a travesty, a 
city which wastes money and ruins the 
lives of people, it is going to mean 
more political jobs for more city coun
cilmen to get reelected. 

So when Members come to me and 
say, do you want to fight crime, I will 
give, as we voted to yesterday, $13 bil
lion to build prisons to lock up violent 
criminals, to save the women and chil
dren of this country from the kind of 
predatory behavior we have on our 
streets. That I am willing to go to my 
citizens and raise money for. But if 
they say to me, in the name of fighting 
crime, will I send a $2 billion check to 
cities, many of which are rife with cor
ruption, many of which have destruc
tive bureaucracies, to let the local 
politicians build a bigger machine with 
more patronage, my answer is "no". 

For this amount of money, we can 
build 80 prisons to house 40,000 people. 
I think that is a legitimate use of Fed
eral money. I am prepared to lock up 
the people who beat their wives. I am 
prepared to lock up the people who kill 
others. I am prepared to lock up the 
drug dealer. I am prepared to pass Fed
eral money for the local purpose of 
helping every local government in this 
country. But I am not prepared to give 
a blank check to the local political ma
chines who-hire more politicians. And I 
do not think we have an obligation to 
take our taxpayers' money and to take 
the money of our children by deficit to 
send it to those local machines. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

I am astounded to find out how much 
corruption exists in the cities of the 
gentleman who has just spoken in the 
well. The League of Cities is comprised 
of mayors of small- and middle-sized 
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cities whose records of trying to bring 
back a productive economy, a revital
ized economy, to create jobs, to bring 
law and order, those are the kinds of 
mayors in cities that have voted in 
their conference to support this provi
sion. And the National Conference of 
Mayors, Democratic, Republican, and 
nonpartisan mayors, have all agreed 
that this modest program would be 
something that they could use in a 
very important and constructive way. 

I do not think it is appropriate for us 
to categorize with one paint brush the 
corruption that exists in our local 
cities. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. GINGRICH]. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to say to my good friend from 
Michigan, when he looks at New York 
Times coverage of corruption in New 
York City, when he looks at Washing
ton Post coverage of corruption here, 
he can see some of my references. 

I want to make one other point. I ex
pect every mayor in America, if asked 
the question, would you like the Fed
eral Government to send you a check 
you can spend, to say, with enormous, 
warm enthusiasm, "Yes, send me the 
money.'' 

I do not expect them to somehow say, 
"Oh, please, don't burden me with 
these dollars." 

So I appreciate that they all want it. 
I am just not sure that has any ref
erence to public policy. It has the nor
mal reference to any politic ian eager 
to get resources from somebody else. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, it should be clear to us 
that we cannot have it both ways. We 
are providing 100,000 policemen that 
are federally funded. I did not hear 
anybody, when we voted for that provi
sion, saying that we did not want to 
furnish more policemen at the local 
level because there were Federal funds 
involved. We did it because it was the 
right thing to do. 

If Members do not like the preven
tion package, they will not like the 
Local Partnership Act. But sending the 
money into the local communities for 
police is no less logical than sending in 
prevention programs to be determined 
by our local leaders. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen
tlema:a from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I am a lit
tle confused by the remarks of my col
league from Georgia with respect to 
corruption in our big cities. After he 
just gave an impassioned speech on the 
floor, in the well of the House, talking 
about the mayor of New York, what a 
great job he did, talking about the 
mayor of Philadelphia, talking about 
the mayor of Los Angeles, which way is 
it? Are they corrupt, or are our big 
cities corrupt, or are they not corrupt? 

He gets up in the well, my friend 
from Georgia, and argues with all his 
might and passion for a couple of bil
lion dollars for Russia. And when it 
comes to taking care of crime in our 
.cities right here at home, drug abuse, 
school programs, and as the gentleman 
from Connecticut correctly points out, 
giving people a job, that is not good 
enough. 

I urge all of my colleagues, before 
they vote on this, particularly on this 
side of the aisle, to look at what they 
will be denying our own local officials 
in · our own communities, in our own 
cities with respect to giving them the 
ability to fight crime independently. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. GINGRICH]. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I did 
not mean to confuse the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan. My position 
is very simple. The best mayors in 
America are working to reform their 
cities. They are working to shrjnk the 
size of their bureaucracies. They are 
trying to change their regulations and 
apply common sense. 

Many of them will tell Members, and 
I quoted Mayor Norquist, who said, 
quite publicly, Democrat from Wiscon
sin, mayor of Milwaukee, "The money 
is not the problem." 

My point is that money given by us 
where we raise it from our taxpayers 
should be for a purpose that our voters 
understand we have responsibility for 
and that I think that if we have to 
choose between paying for a directed 
purpose such as building prisons, 
which, as I said, this $2 billion would 
build 80 prisons for 40,000 criminals, I 
can defend that. 
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What I cannot defend is sending a 

blank check to local politicians across 
the country for them to decide how to 
spend it, Mr. Speaker. I think that is a 
fairly clear distinction. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. WATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I came to 
the floor because I think it is impor
tant for me to deal with one of the 
comments made by the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] as it re
lates to the city of Los Angeles and 
Mayor Reardon. Our city is in deep 
trouble and falling apart. We almost 
had a police revolt. The mayor came to 
that city promising that he was going 
to expand the police department, that 
he was going to do something about 
crime, that he was going to put more 
police officers on the street. Believe 
me, he has worked at it. He cannot get 
it done because we do not have the dol
lars to do it. 

Mr. Speaker, if we want officers on 
the street and in the schools, we need 
some support. This local partnership 
program will help us to fight crime. 

Please do not try to describe what the 
mayor is doing in Los Angeles if the 
gentleman does not know. 

Let me tell the Members, as someone 
who comes from that city, the mayor 
of that city, Mayor. Reardon, needs 
help. He needs to be able to support his 
officers, expand the police force, and 
fight crime. 

For all of the Members who have 
talked about wanting to fight crime, 
being against what is going on in the 
cities, they need to support this. Mem
bers will not be able to explain to their 
constituents why they did not support 
spending some of their money to do 
what the American people want them 
to do, and that is fight crime. 

We need the money in Los Angeles. I 
would ask the Members not to instruct 
the conference committee to delete the 
local partnership program from the 
crime bill. It would be a big mistake. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I respect the gentle
woman from California [Ms. WATERS] 
very much. However, she does 
misspeak with regard to what this mo
tion does. 

First of all, Mr. Speaker, it is very 
clear, this motion to instruct does not 
affect the money for police that is in 
this bill, or in any conference report at 
all. There is $3.45 billion for commu
nity policing in the House bill. My mo
tion to instruct conferees has nothing 
to do with that. There is $300 million 
for the police corps. My motion has 
nothing to do with that. There is $1.15 
billion for Federal law enforcement. 
My motion to instruct has nothing to 
do with that. 

Mr. Speaker, there is $33 million for 
rural law enforcement, and my motion 
to instruct has nothing to do with that. 
There is another $100 million for com
munity prosecutors, so there is roughly 
$5.25 billion for community policing 
and police force in this bill which this 
does not have anything whatsoever to 
do with. 

In fact, what we are dealing with 
here is a special entitlement program 
overlaid on a lot of other things that 
are in the bill, and some of these things 
maybe we should not have in the bill, 
either. As the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH] pointed out a moment 
ago, it is an entitlement program that 
we are dealing with here, a new one, a 
new grant program to the cities. We 
are in the process of supposedly doing 
an economic stimulus package with 
this, and maybe that is something we 
should do, but not as a part of the 
crime bill, not in addition to the mon
ies that are already there for all these 
other things that I read off earlier. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCOLLUM. I am glad to yield 
to the gentlewoman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, let me 
ask the gentleman, does he support the 
DARE Program? 
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Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I do 

support the DARE Program. 
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, how does 

the gentleman think he gets a DARE 
Program unless he has the resources to 
do it? We can put the money in the 
budget for the police force, but unless 
they have money and resources they 
cannot. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Speaker, the DARE Program 
is not affected by my motion to in
struct. The DARE Program comes 
under the Byrne grant and other pro
grams in this bill not under this par
ticular $2 billion. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, that is 
absolutely not correct. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, the 
bottom line of this is, what we do is 
very narrow. We take out a $2 billion 
new revenue sharing program that is 
based on the cities and communities 
that have the highest tax rates that 
are in this country today, to go to that 
particular group by some formula that 
is really skewed. It is a crazy program, 
I think. We are not doing the job of 
what fighting crime is all about. 

Mr. Speaker, our side of the aisle for 
the most part wants to do what is 
right. We are not interested in hurting 
the gentlewomen's city any more than 
we are anyone else. We want to help. 
However, to add an entitlement pro
gram of $2 billion is not the answer. 
DARE Programs are fine, more police 
on the streets are fine, more money for 
prisons is fine. We happen to be inter
ested in helping the Boy Scouts, too, 
but this is a program for $2 billion 
more in entitlements to the cities that 
goes basically for a jobs program. That 
is what it is, pure and simple, and it 
should not be a part of the crime bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I would indicate that on 
this side of the aisle I think we have 
many Members who want to partici
pate in the debate, but the fact of the 
matter is we are prepared to close the 
debate now and go to a vote at the ear
liest practicable moment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the motion to in
struct. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. 
THURMAN]. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, A, I 
would like to inquire how much time 
each side has remaining, and, B, I 
would ask if I do not have the right to 
close. I have no other speakers but my
self. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS). The gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] has 3 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] has 91h min
utes remaining. 

The gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MCCOLLUM] has the right to close de
bate. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. MFUME]. 

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, actually I 
think the distinguished gentleman 
want~d to yield to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. FLAKE]. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
position of the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CONYERS]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FLAKE]. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I have sat 
in my office and watched this debate 
with great interest. As a person who is 
not just a Congressperson but a person 
who pastors a church in an urban com
munity, it always appalls me that our 
arguments are reduced to trying to 
separate programs based on what we 
consider to be preventive and programs 
that we consider to be necessary, as it 
relates to trying to solve the problem 
of crime. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand before the Mem
bers as a person who started an organi
zation out of my church with the co
operation of two people, me and a sec
retary. Today I have 790 employees. We 
have demonstrated that in a commu
nity where resources are made avail
able, we can actually create the kind of 
opportunities that remove people from 
the necessity of having to become a 
part of the increasing prison popu
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the day will sure
ly come when we understand the goods 
and services available in many of the 
communities in this land are not avail
able in these urban communities. I 
would hope the day would come when 
we realize that if we make an invest
ment early on in the lives of these 
young people, we will prevent the ne
cessity for building jails. 

Imagine what we are saying tonight. 
Approximately $100,000 to build a unit, 
$30,000 or $40,000 to keep a prisoner, and 
here we are arguing about a small por
tion of the resources in this bill. If we 
took those monies and invested them 
in young people, we would soon dis
cover that we would not have to create 
the jobs program on the other side of 
this ledger. 

Mr. Speaker, I keep hearing the argu
ments, "This $2.5 would be creation of 
a jobs program." What is more job cre
ative than building jails, creating job 
opportunities for people, for persons 
from communities who do not live 
there to go and be guarded by persons 
who live in communities outside of 

urban America? What is more job cre
ative than creating opportunities for 
vendor contracts, for laundry, for 
meat, for bread, and for other food. 

Mr. Speaker, this argument is messed 
up. I would hope we would all stand op
posed to this amendment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida [Mrs. THURMAN]. 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I just need to respond 
to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH]. When I came to the Con
gress, let me tell the Members what my 
background was: Seven years on a city 
council with 2 years of serving as a 
Mayor, and then 10 years in the State 
Senate. 
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I have to tell Members that time that 
I served kept me closer to the people 
than I am in this body, because I 
served there every day, I was at home 
every day, and at that very same time, 
I taught school, 10, 12 hours of public 
hearings that we would bash out things 
in our community that were good for 
our community, that we needed to hear 
from our community. 

These 13 lines about this particular 
issue, I say to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. CANADY], the reason there 
is only 13 lines is because of the fact 
that we want our local communities to 
make these decisions through public 
hearings. They know what is best for 
their communities and what is going to 
fight that crime and what kind of pro
grams they need to do. 

Mr. Speaker, I just ask for those 
Members who have never served in 
local government, please do not bash 
your local government because they 
really do a very fine job. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself whatever time I may consume 
in closing. 

To close, I would just like to say a 
couple of words. I would like to bring 
us back to the focus of what this mo
tion to instruct is so everybody under
stands it. It is a motion to instruct 
crime bill conferees that we would like 
to strike out the $2 billion Local Part
nership Act and like them to do that 
when they meet with the Senate in a 
few days to work out the deal on the 
crime bill. 

Mr. Speaker, we are talking now 
about $2 billion that is in addition to a 
lot of other things that are in this bill. 
I have heard a lot of debate tonight 
about how we need to have things be
sides prisons and besides some of the 
money for the police and so on. But a 
lot of confusion exists out here as to 
what all is involved. The fact of the 
matter is that even if we were to not 
have this $2 billion program, there 
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would be at least $5 billion or $6 billion 
in programs for grants to local commu
nities to do all kinds of things involv
ing the youth. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not happen to agree 
with all of those programs that we put 
into the legislation to begin with, but 
we would. Actually in the House ver
sion which is all we are instructing on, 
when we take the $2 billion out, we 
have still got $7 billion left. The $5 or 
$6 billion is what the Senate talks 
about. 

Mr. Speaker, let me quote just a cou
ple of thoughts on this. There would 
still remain in this bill besides the 
community policing monies and all the 
money for the police a Model Intensive 
Prevention Program, $1.5 billion; an 
Ounce of Prevention Council Program 
for $1.275 billion; a Youth Employment 
Program of about half a billion; Vio
lence Against Women for about $700 
million; safe schools, about $300 mil
lion; youth violence prevention grants 
of $200 million; $81 million for other 
youth prevention programs; Midnight 
Sports of $50 million; community 
youth academics, $50 million; police 
applicant recruitment, $30 million; Po
lice Partnerships with Children, $10 
million; Safety in Low-Income Hous
ing, $10 million; $7 million for older 
Americans; Drug Treatment in Prisons, 
$450 million; $1.4 billion in drug courts 
and treatment; and $600 million in al
ternatives to incarceration that are 
not touched. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not happen to agree 
with all those, but even after we take 
this $2 billion new entitlement out that 
some of those folks on the other side 
want tonight and have argued so much 
for, all of that is left in here. The bot
tom line is we cannot afford to do all 
this with $200 billion plus in deficits 
every year. We need to start some
where in setting priorities. That is 
what we are about here to do. 

Mr. Speaker, simply put, what this 
motion to instruct conferees does is 
simply delete $2 billion in a new enti
tlement program that is not needed. 
We need to spend the money instead on 
the prisons and on the law enforce
ment, on the other things in here. We 
do not need to do it on this. We do not 
need to have a new economic stimulus 
program for jobs in a crime bill of $2 
billion in nature. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote for the McCollum motion to in
struct conferees. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this motion to instruct 
conferees on the crime bill. 

The Local Partnership Act, will provide di
rect formula grant funding to local govern
ments for education and substance abuse pro
grams to prevent crime. We can stand in this 
Chamber and talk about how to prevent crime 
on our streets, but it is the local governments 
that know best how to prevent crime in their 
own communities. 

Congress is committed to enacting a bal
anced anticrime bill, which contains three es-

sential ingredients, resources for police, pun
ishment, and prevention. Striking the Local 
Partnership Act from this legislation will se
verely diminish the resources available for pre
vention programs. I urge my colleagues to de
feat the motion to instruct the conferees to 
strike the Local Partnership Act from the 
Crime bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HASTINGS). Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the motion 
to instruct. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. McCOLLUM]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 143, noes 247, 
not voting 44, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Castle 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Deal 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Gallo 
Gekas 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 

[Roll No. 274] 
AYE8-143 

Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Istook 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kasich 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Knoll en berg 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lazio 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Livingston 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMillan 

NOE8-247 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 

Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Roukema 
Royce 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bevill 
Bilbray 

Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de Ia Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Del!ums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingel! 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hastings 

Applegate 
Bentley 
Berman 
Clay 
Collins (Ml) 
Engel 
Fish 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Harman 
Hayes 
Hughes 
Hyde 

Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hutto 
Ins lee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey 
Mann 
Manton 
Margo!ies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
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Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Rahal! 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpa!ius 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING-44 
Kanjorski 
LaFalce 
Lloyd 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Martinez 
McCurdy 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Oberstar 
Owens 
Penny 
Quinn 
Ridge 

Schumer 
Slattery 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Yates 
Zeliff 
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So the motion to instruct was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ELDERS: THE MOST EXPLOSIVE 
MINE IN THE FIELD 

(Mr. DORNAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and to include extraneous mate
rial.) 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, a few 
days ago in USA Today Richard 
Benedetto wrote an article that was ti
tled by his paper "Doubts Dog Presi
dent's Every Move, Every Poll." In the 
body of the article, which I will submit 
for the RECORD, Mr. Benedetto says: 

Clinton has little wiggle room as he ma
neuvers the political mine field toward re
election. Among the dangers Clinton faces 
over the next two-years: 

The fate of his health care reform legisla
tion; the results of the 1994 elections-

Holy Haley Barbour, I will read that 
one again: 
the results of the 1994 elections; the long- · 
term performance of the economy; the out
come of the sexual harassment lawsuit filed 
by Paula Jones, a former Arkansas State 
worker; hearings on his Whitewater land 
dealings; his ability to get a handle on for
eign affairs. 

Here is what he does not need as he 
negotiates his political minefield, Mr. 
Speaker. Here is today's paper, and 
here are dispatches from the culture 
war front: "Elders Taunts the Reli
gious Right: Joycelyn Elders, Surgeon 
General, warming to a favorite target, 
yesterday rips religious conserv
atives." 

The bottom of the front page, 
"Classifying homosexual couples as 
families was not what Virginia Gov
ernor Allen had in mind during his 
family values campaign." 

Here is something we are going to 
discuss as soon as the 1-minutes are 
over: "NEA's Jane Alexander defends 
bloody performance on AIDS.'' 

The next page, "Elders Lashes Out at 
the Religious Right." 

Mr. Speaker, it is amazing that the 
President went to Georgetown, to a 
Jesuit university. I went to Loyola 
University, also a Jesuit school. 
Through his policies he is taking on 
the entire Catholic Church and every 
Protestant and Orthodox person in this 
country who focuses on religion and 
goes to church once a week. What the 
heck is going on here? 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD the Wall Street Journal article 
and the article in USA Today written 
by Richard Benedetto: 

[From the Wall Street Journal] 
CATHOLIC VOTERS MAY BE PROBLEM FOR 

CLINTON TEAM 

(By Gerald F. Seib) 
When it comes to gauging the power of the 

Pope, the most famous commentary was of
fered 60 years ago by one Joseph Stalin. 
When somebody suggested that he encourage 
Roman Catholicism in the Soviet Union to 
please the Pope., Uncle Joe replied scorn
fully: "The Pope! How many divisions has he 
got?" 

Mocking though it was, that very question 
is again relevant for the Clinton administra
tion. For right now, the White House is 
locked in a quiet but emotional battle with 
the Vatican over something that normally 
produces only deep yawns and glazed-over 
eyes: a United Nations report. 

By itself, this relatively obscure debate 
doesn't spell serious political trouble for the 
Clinton team. But the struggle is important, 
because it suggests that some deeper signifi
cant troubles with Catholic voters may be 
developing for the Clinton administration. 

The immediate dispute is over the draft of 
a U.N. plan for international population con
trol, which is to be approved at a conference 
in Cairo, Egypt, later this year. Pope John 
Paul II is deeply unhappy with the draft, 
which he thinks both encourages abortion 
and devalues the traditional family. More 
than that. the pontiff is clearly annoyed at 
the U.S. for supporting the plan as it takes 
shape, a point he made directly to President 
Clinton this month in Rome and in a series 
of other ways. 

This argument alone isn't likely to set the 
political views of most American Catholics. 
After all, they don't move in lockstep with 
their church leadership on political issues. 

No, the problem for Mr. Clinton is more 
subtle. After Mr. Clinton went some distance 
toward recovering the Catholic vote for 
Democrats in 1992, the struggle with the Vat
ican is just the latest addition to a series of 
issues-abortion, school choice, the very 
makeup of the administration-that threat
en to undermine his bonds with Catholics. 

In sheer political terms, this matters be
cause the Catholic vote matters. Catholics
many of them urban, ethnic, working-class 
voters-traditionally fit most comfortably 
into the Democratic Party. Through the 
1950s and 1960s, Democrats won the Catholic 
vote in one presidential election after an
other, sometimes overwhelmingly. That 
turned around with George McGovern's can
didacy in 1972, which turned off many work
ing-class Catholics. By 1984, Republican Ron
ald Reagan won more than six in 10 Catholic 
voters. 

But in 1992, Bill Clinton began pulling back 
Reagan Democrats, and he recaptured the 
Catholic vote. That helped him win the cru
cial states such as Pennsylvania and New 
York. 

Since then, though, the road has been 
bumpier. Prominent Catholics groused that 
the administration found a top job for a 
member of every big Democratic constitu
ency except urban, ethnic, Northeastern 
Catholics. Meanwhile, there was a place for 
Surgeon General Jocelyn Elders. who has 
managed to insult Catholics of every stripe 
with thoughtless criticisms of the Vatican. 

There is also the abortion issue, of course, 
where there is an inescapable rift between 
the administration's pro-choice policies and 
Catholic teachings. There also are tensions 
over school choice, and problems growing 
out of the president's personal life. 

The administration knows it has a prob
lem. Undersecretary of State Timothy 

Wirth, who is steering American policy to
ward the U.N. population conference, is hold
ing a series of private meetings with all 
American cardinals to find common ground, 
administration aides say. Last month, Ray
mond Flynn. the ambassador to the Vatican, 
sent a letter to church leaders and promi
nent Catholic laymen, stressing Mr. Clin
ton's desire for good relations. While Mr. 
Clinton and the Vatican "do not always 
agree," he has "always been respectful of the 
church's position, both publicly and pri
vately," Mr. Flynn wrote. 

Certainly there is common ground between 
President Clinton and Catholics. The presi
dent, after all, was educated in a Catholic 
grade school and attended a Jesuit college, 
Georgetown University, and therefore knows 
Catholic sensibilities. And significantly, 
while sticking to Democratic pro-choice po
sitions, he argues that his goal is to make 
abortion as rare as possible. 

Mr. Clinton has good reason to tend to the 
Catholic front, for there is a growing politi
cal threat on the horizon if he doesn't. As 
the Religious Right rises in political power, 
some Republicans are trying to build bridges 
between its foot soldiers and American 
Catholics. 

And there is one Republican who appears 
uniquely qualified to do the job. He is Wil
liam Bennett, the former Education sec
retary and potential 1996 presidential can
didate. He is both a practicing Catholic and 
a hit with the Religious Right because of his 
unflinching family values rhetoric. "I've 
been arguing that Catholics, when they look 
at the world of politics today and see the 
Clinton administration and the Christian Co
alition, they'd better be clear which side 
they're on," Mr. Bennett says. "And it's the 
Christian Coalition side." 

[From USA Today, June 9, 1994] 
DOUBTS DOG PRESIDENT'S EVERY MOVE, 

EVERY POLL 

(By Richard Bendetto) 
Jobs are up, inflation's low. And, despite 

foreign fumbles, the USA is at peace. 
By every traditional measure, President 

Clinton should be riding high in the polls, 
yet recent surveys find growing disquiet 
with his presidency. 

A USA Today/CNN/Gallup Poll this week 
finds the electorate less interested in his ac
complishments and more concerned about 
who Clinton might be. 

Those doubts have helped keep Clinton's 
approval ratings low at a time he needs to be 
building beyond the 43% who elected him in 
1992. 

The degree to which Clinton is able to ease 
questions about his character will count as 
much as legislative achievements as he 
moves closer to 1996. And it could mean the 
difference between victory and defeat. 

"Bill Clinton seems to have given people 
cause for specific cynicism," says Rutgers 
University political scientist Ross Baker: 
"And no president, given the sort of dispirit 
abroad in the country, will do well. Bill Clin
ton just does worse. He has to get his act to-
gether" for 1996. . 

Poll analysis finds many have reservat10ns 
about his moral leadership, and genuine 
splits over whether he shares their values 
and is honest and trustworthy enough for the 
job. 

More specifically: 
35%, likely fueled by the continuing 

charges about financial dealings and extra
marital affairs, say Clinton has tended to 
lower the stature of the presidency. 

A third of the nation "strongly dis
approves" of Clinton's presidency. 
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Only one in 10 say they'd "definitely" vote 

for him in 1996; 32% definitely won't. 
Support is deep as well. One out of four say 

they like Clinton, but those numbers have 
not grown over the 16 months of his presi
dency. 

About one in five make up a narrow band 
of undecided, swing voters who most likely 
will mean the difference between re-election 
in 1996 or a ticket back to Little Rock. 

Duke University presidential scholar 
James David Barber says Clinton has a com
munications problem, that he needs to find 
more ways to talk directly to the American 
people and seriously explain to them in sim
ple terms what he is trying to achieve, and 
how much he is accomplishing. 

"People see a lot of him but they don't 
necessarily hear a lot of him," Bar bar says. 
"He needs to do weekly, 15-minute talks like 
Franklin Roosevelt's fireside chats." 

Barber says Clinton may not be getting 
credit for achievements because they're 
being obscured by so many "troubles" in the 
country that continue to keep people un
easy: rising crime, rampant poverty, eco
nomic displacement, declining education and 
continued dissatisfaction with government 
itself. 

Clinton has little wiggle room as he ma
neuvers the political minefield toward re
election. Among the dangers Clinton faces 
over the next two plus years: 

The fate of his health-care reform legisla
tion. 

The results of the 1994 elections. 
The long-term performance of the econ

omy. 
The outcome of a sexual harassment law

suit filed by Paula Jones a former Arkansas 
state worker. 

Hearings on his Whitewater land dealings. 
His ability to get a handle on foreign af

fairs. 
"If this was 1996, and it was November, I'd 

say I was going to vote for him again. But 
with two years to go, it'll depend on what 
happens between now and 1996," says Gary 
Smith, 45, a Bristol, Ind., postal worker, a 
Republican who voted for Clinton in 1992. 

Clinton political adviser Paul Begala in
sists Clinton has no character problem, just 
nasty politicial opponents who keep throw
ing mud and keep trying to fan the flames of 
discontent. 

"Republicans and the radical right have 
made a conscious effort to undermine this 
president in a coordinated strategy," he 
says. 

Everett Ladd of the Roper Center for Pub
lic Opinion Research attributes the galvaniz
ing of Clinton detractors to two tenets: They 
are opposed to big government and have seri
ous reservations about his character. 

"It's a confluence of the personal and the 
political," he says. 

White House communications director 
Mark Gearan generally agrees Clinton has a 
lot of work ahead but discounts the char
acter issue. 

"People will be looking at whether we have 
maintained faith with our commitment to 
create jobs, keep the economy going, provide 
health care and reduce crime," he says. 

Indeed, those who support Clinton tend to 
be measuring him primarily on job perform
ance. They like his willingness to tackle 
health care, his efforts to shake up the sta
tus quo, his hard work, his knowledge of the 
issues. 

"I'm a registered Republican, but I voted 
for Clinton because I thought the country 
needed something different," says Smith. 

But Clinton detractors appear to be judg
ing him on a far more personal level. They 

say he's indecisive, a weak leader, unable to 
get a grip on foreign policy, a poor example 
of moral authority, a person who tells people 
what they want to hear. 

"People are kind of iffy about him because 
they're not sure they can trust him," says 
Rosio Sanchez, 20, a San Diego college stu
dent. 

A CRISIS WITHOUT A CRISIS 

By most standards, President Clinton is 
not facing a major crisis. 

But he can't seem to muster more than 
43% of re-election support, the same percent
age he got in the 1992 election. And 40% of 
the electorate appears to be solidly opposed 
to him. 

And when people are asked to rate him on 
a 10-point scale of whether they like or dis
like him, numbers suggest he's in deep trou
ble: 

25% say they like him very much; 19% say 
they don't like him very much. 

It's almost as if he's in a crisis without a 
crisis. 

Indeed, Clinton's like-dislike numbers fall 
in to a range similar to those measured for 
other presidents facing some of the toughest 
times in their tenures. 

He's slightly lower than Lyndon Johnson 
in August 1967, when antiwar protests were 
building, body counts were mounting in 
Vietnam and the country was splitting. 
Seven months later Johnson decided not to 
seek re-election. 

He's slightly higher than Richard Nixon in 
August 1973, when Senate Watergate hear
ings were causing people to pause from their 
vacations to watch. A year later, Nixon re
signed. 

He's a little better than Jimmy Carter in 
August 1980, when U.S. hostages were being 
held in Iran and a rescue attempt had failed. 
Three months later, Carter lost his re-elec
tion effort to Ronald Reagan. 

And he's about where Ronald Reagan was 
in June 1982, when the nation, gripped by a 
recession, was in a sour mood. The economy 
eventually recovered and Reagan went on to 
win a second term. 

VACATING SPECIAL ORDER FOR 
TODAY 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the 5-minute 
special order granted for today to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DoR
NAN] be vacated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TANNER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Ten
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, and 
under a previous order of the House the 
following Members are recognized for 5 
minutes each. 

RUSSIA JOINS PARTNERSHIP FOR 
PEACE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
the Western alliance realized an extraordinary 
achievement of international peace and part
nership. Russia, our bitter adversary for more 
than 40 years of cold war struggle, joined the 
Partnership For Peace, and pledged to work 
with us to secure our common goals through
out the world. 

Just 5 years ago, the thought that one day 
we would welcome Russia into the family of 
NATO would have been unthinkable. The 
thought that Russia would come to embrace 
democracy and freedom, and that it would 
come to pursue so many of our fundamental 
goals throughout the world, was unimaginable. 

In taking this historic step, Russia and the 
United States are working together to heal the 
wounds that have divided Europe since the 
end of the Second World War. We are work
ing together to bring to Eastern Europe the se
curity and the stability that NATO has given 
Western Europe for nearly half a century. 

In the coming weeks, Russia's relations with 
the West will continue to grow and to strength
en. President Yeltsin will sign an agreement 
with the European Union that will open Euro
pean markets to Russian products. President 
Yeltsin will meet with the G-7 on a broad 
range of political and economic issues. 

I believe that this is the time to reaffirm our 
commitment to democracy and freedom in 
Russia-and to reaffirm our determination to 
help Russia make real the promise of its politi
cal and economic reforms. 

It's far too easy to take yesterday's progress 
for granted. But for half of this century, the 
fear of confrontation with Russia cast a shad
ow over all of our international relations, and 
all of our lives. Let's not turn our backs on this 
progress. Let's not take it for granted. Let's 
work to ensure that this unprecedented alli
ance grows even stronger, even closer, in the 
years and decades to come. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM VOTES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I submit for the 
RECORD the votes on health care reform which 
took place in full committee in the Appropria
tions Committee on June 21, and in the Ways 
and Means Committee on June 22, 1994: 

The following vote was taken on June 21, 
1994, in the Appropriations Committee dur
ing consideration of the Labor-HHS-Edu
cation Appropriations Bill for FY 1995: 

An amendment offered by Mr. Porter to 
provide an additional $87.1 million for the 
Community Health Centers program in order 
to increase the availability of health for peo
ple in underserved areas. Defeated 28 to 15. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Bevill, "nay." 
Mr. Carr, not voting. 
Mr. Chapman, not voting. 
Mr. Coleman, "nay." 
Mr. Darden, not voting. 
Ms. DeLauro, "nay." 
Mr. Dicks, "nay." 
Mr. Dixon, "nay." 
Mr. Durbin, "nay." 
Mr. Fazio, "nay." 
Mr. Foglietta, not voting. 
Mr. Hefner, "nay." 
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Mr. Hoyer, "nay." 
Miss Kaptur, "nay." 
Mrs. Lowey, "nay." 
Mrs. Meek, "nay." 
Mr. Mollohan, not voting. 
Mr. Moran, "nay." 
Mr. Murtha, "nay." 
Mr. Obey, "nay." 
Mr. Olver, "nay." 
Mr. Pastor, "nay." 
Ms. Pelosi, "nay." 
Mr. Peterson, "nay." 
Mr. Price, "nay." 
Mr. Sabo, "nay." 
Mr. Serrano, "nay." 
Mr. Skaggs, "nay." 
Mr. Smith (IA), "nay." 
Mr. Stokes, "nay." 
Mr. Thornton, not voting. 
Mr. Torres, "nay." 
Mr. Visclosky, "nay." 
Mr. Whitten, not voting. 
Mr. Wilson, not voting. 
Mr. Yates, "nay." 

REPUBLICANS 

Mrs. Bentley, not voting. 
Mr. Bonilla, "yea." 
Mr. Callahan, "yea." 
Mr. DeLay, "yea." 
Mr. Gallo, not voting. 
Mr. Hobson, not voting. 
Mr. Istook, not voting. 
Mr. Kolbe, "yea." 
Mr. Lewis (CA), "yea." 
Mr. Lightfoot, not voting. 
Mr. Livingston, "yea." 
Mr. McDade, not voting. 
Mr. Myers, "yea." 
Mr. Packard, "yea." 
Mr. Porter, "yea." 
Mr. Regula, "yea." 
Mr. Rogers, "yea." 
Mr. Skeen, "yea." 
Mr. Taylor, "yea." 
Mrs. Vucanovich, not voting. 
Mr. Walsh, "yea." 
Mr. Wolf, "yea." 
Mr. Young (FL), not voting. 
The following recorded votes were taken 

on June 22, 1994, in the Committee on Ways 
and Means during consideration of Acting 
Chairman Gibbons' substitute proposal for 
H.R. 3600, The Health Security Act of 1994: 

An amendment by Mr. Santorum striking 
authority given to the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services under provisions estab
lishing a new Medicare outpatient prescrip
tion drug benefit, to require advance ap
proval for a covered outpatient drug if the 
Secretary determines the drug is subject to 
misuse or inappropriate use. The amendment 
would also strike provisions requiring the 
Secretary to study the advisability of man
dating advanced approval in cases where a 
more cost-effective therapeutically equiva
lent drug is available, and to develop and up
date a list of drugs subject to misuse or inap
propriate use, based on evidence of such 
problems. Defeated 24-14. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Gibbons, "nay." 
Mr. Rostenkowski, "nay." 
Mr. Pickle, "nay." 
Mr. Rangel, "nay." 
Mr. Stark, "nay." 
Mr. Jacobs, "nay." 
Mr. Ford (TN), "nay." 
Mr. Matsui, "nay." 
Mrs. Kennelly, "nay." 
Mr. Coyne, "nay." 
Mr. Andrews (TX), "nay." 
Mr. Levin, "nay." 
Mr. Cardin, "nay." 

Mr. McDermott, "nay." 
Mr. Kleczka, "nay." 
Mr. Lewis (GA), "nay." 
Mr. Payne (VA), "nay." 
Mr. Neal (MA), "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Hoagland, "nay." 
Mr. McNulty, "nay." 
Mr. Kopetski, "nay." 
Mr. Jefferson, "nay." 
Mr. Brewster, "nay." 
Mr. Reynolds, "nay." 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Archer, "yea." 
Mr. Crane, "yea." 
Mr. Thomas (CA), "yea." 
Mr. Shaw, "yea." 
Mr. Sundquist. "yea." 
Mrs. Johnson (CT), "yea." 
Mr. Bunning, "yea." 
Mr. Grandy, "yea." 
Mr. Houghton, "yea." 
Mr. Herger, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. McCrery, "yea." 
Mr. Hancock, "yea." 
Mr. Santorum, "yea." 
Mr. Camp, "yea." 
An amendment by Mr. Grandy to include 

coverage of hearing aids for children in the 
guaranteed national benefit package. Adopt
ed 20-18. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Gibbons, "nay." 
Mr. Rostenkowski, "nay." 
Mr. Pickle, "nay." 
Mr. Rangel, "nay." 
Mr. Stark, "nay." 
Mr. Jacobs, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Ford (TN), "yea." 
Mr. Matsui, "nay." 
Mrs. Kennelly, "yea." 
Mr. Coyne, "nay." 
Mr. Andrews (TX), "nay." 
Mr. Levin, "nay." 
Mr. Cardin, "nay." 
Mr. McDermott, "nay." 
Mr. Kleczka, "nay." 
Mr. Lewis (GA), "yea." 
Mr. Payne (VA), "nay." 
Mr. Neal (MA), "yea." 
Mr. Hoagland, "nay." 
Mr. McNulty, "nay." 
Mr. Kopetski, "yea." 
Mr. Jefferson, "nay." 
Mr. Brewster, "nay." 
Mr. Reynolds, "yea." 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Archer, "yea." 
Mr. Crane, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Thomas (CA), "yea." 
Mr. Shaw, "yea." 
Mr. Sundquist, "yea." 
Mrs. Johnson (CT), "yea." 
Mr. Bunning, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Grandy, "yea." 
Mr. Houghton, "yea." 
Mr. Herger, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. McCrery, "yea." 
Mr. Hancock, "yea." 
Mr. Santorum, "yea." 
Mr. Camp, "yea." 
An amendment by Mr. Santorum that 

would activate the sunset provision of the 
vaccine entitlement program created by the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 
upon enactment of the underlying bill. De
feated 23-15. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Gibbons, "nay." 
Mr. Rostenskowski, "nay." 
Mr. Pickle, "nay." 
Mr. Rangel, "nay." 
Mr. Stark, "nay." 

Mr. Jacobs, "nay." 
Mr. Ford (TN), "nay." 
Mr. Matsui, "nay." 
Mrs. Kennelly, "nay." 
Mr. Coyne, " nay." 
Mr. Andrews (TX), "nay." 
Mr. Levin, "nay." 
Mr. Cardin, "nay." 
Mr. McDermott, "nay." 
Mr. Kleczka, "nay." 
Mr. Lewis (GA), "nay." 
Mr. Payne (VA). "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Neal (MASS), "nay." 
Mr. Hoagland "nay." 
Mr. McNulty, "nay." 
Mr. Kopetski, "nay." 
Mr. Jefferson, "nay." 
Mr. Brewster, "yea." 
Mr. Reynolds "nay." 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Archer, "yea." 
Mr. Crane, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Thomas (CA), "yea." 
Mr. Shaw, "yea." 
Mr. Sundquist "yea." 
Mrs. Johnson (CT), "yea." 
Mr. Bunning, "yea." 
Mr. Grandy, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Houghton, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Herger, "yea." 
Mr. McCrery "yea." 
Mr. Hancock, "yea." 
Mr. Santorum, "yea." 
Mr. Camp, "yea." 
An amendment by Mr. Kleczka providing 

that private health plans could exclude the 
coverage of services to terminate pregnancy 
in the guaranteed national benefit package 
of the underlying Chairman's mark. Defeated 
33-5. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Gibbons, "nay." 
Mr. Rostenkowski, "nay." 
Mr. Pickle, "nay." 
Mr. Rangel, "nay." 
Mr. Stark, "nay." 
Mr. Jacobs, "nay." 
Mr. Ford (TN), "nay." 
Mr. Matsui, "nay." 
Mrs. Kennelly, "nay." 
Mr. Coyne, "nay." 
Mr. Andrews (TX). "nay." 
Mr. Levin, "nay." 
Mr. Cardin, "nay." 
Mr. McDermott, "nay." 
Mr. Kleczka, "yea." 
Mr. Lewis (GA), "nay." 
Mr. Payne (VA), "nay." 
Mr. Neal (MASS), "yea." 
Mr. Hoagland, "nay." 
Mr. McNulty, "nay." 
Mr. Kopetski, "nay." 
Mr. Jefferson, "nay." 
Mr. Brewster, "yea." 
Mr. Reynolds, "nay." 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Archer, "nay." 
Mr. Crane, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Thomas (CA), "nay." 
Mr. Shaw, "yea." 
Mr. Sundquist, "nay." 
Mrs. Johnson (CT), "nay." 
Mr. Bunning, "nay." 
Mr. Grandy, "nay." 
Mr. Houghton, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Herger, "nay." 
Mr. McCrery "nay." 
Mr. Hancock, "nay." 
Mr. Santorum, "nay." 
Mr. Camp, "nay." 
An amendment by Mr. Bunning that would 

exempt abortion from coverage of preg
nancy-related services in the guaranteed na
tional benefit package, unless a woman suf
fers from a physical disorder or disease that 
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would, as certified by a physician, place her 
in danger of death if the fetus were carried 
to term; or where the pregnancy was the re
sult of rape or incest. The amendment fur
ther provided that it was not to be construed 
to remove or diminish coverage of any repro
ductive health service, family planning serv
ice, or service for pregnant women otherwise 
provided for by the underlying bill, except 
abortion, and clarified that only an Act of 
Congress could expand the benefit package 
to include abortion, other than for the excep
tions described above. Defeated 23-15. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Gibbons, "nay." 
Mr. Rostenkowski, "nay." 
Mr. Pickle, "nay." 
Mr. Rangel, "nay." 
Mr. Stark, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Jacobs, "yea." 
Mr. Ford (TN), "nay." 
Mr. Matsui, "nay." 
Mrs. Kennelly, "nay." 
Mr. Coyne, "nay." · 
Mr. Andrews (TX), "nay." 
Mr. Levin, "nay." 
Mr. Cardin, "nay." 
Mr. McDermott, "nay." 
Mr. Kleczka, "nay." 
Mr. Lewis (GA), "nay." 
Mr. Payne (VA), "nay." 
Mr. Neal (MASS), "yea." 
Mr. Hoagland, "nay." 
Mr. McNulty, "yea." 
Mr. Kopetski, "nay." 
Mr. Jefferson, "nay." 
Mr. Brewster, "yea." 
Mr. Reynolds, "nay" by proxy. 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Archer, "yea." 
Mr. Crane, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Thomas (CA), "nay." 
Mr. Shaw, "yea." 
Mr. Sundquist, "yea." 
Mrs. Johnson (CT), "nay." 
Mr. Bunning, "yea." 
Mr. Grandy, "yea." 
Mr. Houghton, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Herger, "yea." 
Mr. McCrery, "yea." 
Mr. Hancock, "yea." 
Mr. Santorum, "yea." 
Mr. Camp, "yea." 
An amendment by Mr. Santorum providing 

that nothing in the bill shall be construed to 
conflict with any constitutionally permis
sible regulation of abortion by a state. De
feated 22-16. 

DEMOCRATS 

Mr. Gibbons, "nay." 
Mr. Rostenkowski, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Pickle, "nay." 
Mr. Rangel, "nay." 
Mr. Stark, "nay." 
Mr. Jacobs, "yea." 
Mr. Ford (TN), "nay." 
Mr. Matsui, "nay." 
Mrs. Kennelly, "nay." 
Mr. Coyne, "nay." 
Mr. Andrews (TX), "nay." 
Mr. Levin, "nay." 
Mr. Cardin, "nay." 
Mr. McDermott, "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Kleezka, "nay." 
Mr. Lewis (GA), "nay" by proxy. 
Mr. Payne (VA), "nay." 
Mr. Neal (MASS), "nay." 
Mr. Hoagland, "nay." 
Mr. McNulty, "yea." 
Mr. Kopetski, "nay." 
Mr. Jefferson, "nay." 
Mr. Brewster, "yea." 
Mr. Reynolds, "nay" by proxy. 

REPUBLICANS 

Mr. Archer, "yea." 
Mr. Crane, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Thomas (CA), "yea." 
Mr. Shaw, "yea." 
Mr. Sundquist, "yea." 
Mrs. Johnson (CT), "nay." 
Mr. Bunning, "yea." 
Mr. Grandy, "yea." 
Mr. Houghton, "yea" by proxy. 
Mr. Herger, "yea." 
Mr. McCrery, "yea." 
Mr. Hancock, "yea." 
Mr. Santorum, "yea." 
Mr. Camp, "yea." 

THE REPUBLICAN PARTY: WHAT 
IT IS AND WHAT IT IS NOT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, for many 
years, the national media has pushed 
the line that the Republican Party was 
or is the party of the rich, the fat cats, 
the weal thy. 

However, so many extremely wealthy 
people are so liberal that this propa
ganda is just not effective anymore. 

Too many people know that it is 
false. 

So, the new line is that the Repub
lican Party has been taken over by ex
tremists and hatemongers. 

The new propaganda of the liberal 
media is that the Republican .party has 
been taken over by the religious right. 

This, too, is false-totally, com
pletely, absolutely false. 

The Republican Party has been taken 
over by people who are fed up by the 
fact that government, at all levels, 
takes half of the average person's in
come. 

Our party has been taken over by 
people who are sickened by the fact 
that the Federal Government wastes 
such unbelievable amounts of money. 

The Republican Party has been taken 
over by people who understand that big 
government helps extremely big busi
ness with all of its rules, regulations, 
and red tape, while it drives small busi
nesses out of existence or forces them 
to merge. 

Our party has been taken over by 
people who believe in the things that 
made this Nation great-free enter
prise, the private ownership of prop
erty, and individual freedom. 

The Republican Party is a party 
today that does not believe that the 
Federal Government should control, 
dictate, or dominate everything. 

And yes, our party is filled with peo
ple who are very concerned about the 
breakdown of our families, the unsafe, 
even violent conditions in our inner 
cities, and the declining quality of our 
educational system. 

The vast majority of Republican, like 
the vast majority of Americans, be
lieve in prayer in schools. They believe 
that prayer helps many people and 

really hurts no one, and that if the 
House and Senate can open each day 
with prayer, why not our schools. 

Does this make the Republican Party 
religious right? Well, listen to what a 
very prominent woman says about 
prayer in schools: 
... School prayer advocacy, especially in 

inner cities, is a symptom of people trying to 
figure every way they can to reinforce peo
ple's ability to work together, to live to
gether in families, to have a sense of pur
pose, a sense of self respect, a sense of regard 
for others, and how we get along with each 
other. 

These are the words of that well
known member of the religious right
Attorney General Janet Reno. 

And as another prominent member of 
the religious right, says: "It is not just 
possible that anti-religious bias, 
masquerading as religious neutrality, 
is costing us far more than we have 
been willing to admit." 

Those are the words of William Rasp
berry, the very fine and very liberal 
columnist for the Washington Post. 

The Republican Party has been taken 
over by people who believe that "our 
government would be better if policies 
were more directed by moral values." 
Those exact words were taken from a 
recent poll for U.S. News and World Re
port, which found that 84 percent of the 
American people hold that exact same 
belief, while only 9 percent disagree. 

Yet at the same time that an over
whelming majority believe that, an
other liberal Yale professor, Stephen 
Carter, says in his book, "The Culture 
of Disbelief," We have pressed the reli
giously faithful * * * to act as though 
their faith does not matter." 

The Republican Party is filled with 
people who believe in freedom rather 
than government and who know that 
government cannot solve all our prob
lems. 

It is filled with people who know that 
if our Nation is to survive, people will 
have to realize that they have respon
sibilities and not just rights. 

Our party is filled with people who 
believe in freedom of speech, rather 
than political correctness, and who are 
being criticized simply because they 
have the courage of their convictions 
and do not need the national media to 
tell them how to think. 

And yes, our party believes-as do an 
overwhelming majority-that homo
sexuality is not a healthy alternative 
lifestyle and should not be promoted as 
such to children in elementary school. 

Those on the other side, the liberal 
side of the political spectrum, seem to 
know they are losing the arguments on 
the merits, so they are resorting to 
name calling. 

They seem to think that if they say 
the words "hatemonger" or "religious 
right," that settles it-they don't need 
to discuss the merits, or lack thereof, 
of their positions. 
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Many people, though, are beginning 

to see that the real intolerance is com
ing, not from conservatives, but from 
the left. 

In today's Roll Call newspaper, the 
very nonpartisan political coinmen ta
tor, Charles Cook, writes this: 

* * * Many of the Democratic attacks do 
·come awfully close to religious intolerance, 
however. I was on a panel discussion earlier 
this week at a national College Democrats 
meeting (the next day I did one for the Re
publican National Committee, and both were 
for free), and someone on the panel made a 
passing reference to former Education Sec
retary William Bennett's recently published 
"Book of Virtues." I was stunned to hear at 
least one person in the audience hiss at the 
mention of the book * * * 

* * * I wonder what offended this person 
about Bennett's anthology. Was it 
Longfellow's "The Children's Hour" or "The 
Village Blacksmith"? Was it Martin Luther 
King, Jr.'s letter from the Birmingham city 
jail or his famous "I Have a Dream" speech? 
Maybe it was Lincoln's Gettysburg Address? 
* * * 

* * * I'd bet a dollar to a donut that the 
hisser hadn't the foggiest idea what was in 
the book. This is the kind of intolerance that 
causes many Democrats to be called cultural 
elitists, and it has put them out of touch 
with many working- and middle-class voters 
* * * 

To sum up, Mr. Speaker, the Repub
lican Party is filled with people who 
know that most Government programs, 
no matter how wonderful their title, 
really help primarily the people who 
work for the Government and do very 
little for the intended beneficiaries. 

Our party has been taken over by 
people who believe that they can spend 
their own money better than the bu
reaucrats can spend it for them, and 
who believe Government should have 
to live within its means just as individ
uals and families do. 

Ours is a party that believes in free
dom, hope, and opportunity for all peo
ple, and that Government should be of, 
by, and for the people, not just of, by, 
and for the bureaucrats. 

This is a positive, optimistic mes
sage, and one that will appeal to every
one if it is presented to them without 
the extreme bias of the national media. 

As a national advertising campaign 
used to say, Americans want to suc
ceed, not merely survive. Most Ameri
cans, and certainly almost all Repub
licans, do not want the enforced medi
ocrity that comes with Government 
control or domination of peoples' lives. 

0 1940 

THE FDR MEMORIAL COIN BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TANNER). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FISH] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FISH Mr. Speaker, I rise to encourage 
my colleagues to cosponsor H.R. 3270, the 
FOR commemorative coin bill. Congress man
dated the FOR Memorial Commission to raise 
funds from private sources for construction of 

a memorial for President Franklin Delano Roo
sevelt. The FOR commemorative coin can 
raise as much as $5 million of private, non
Federal funds for the purpose. 

The FOR Memorial is not a new project. 
Congress created the FOR Memorial Commis
sion in 1955 to plan and construct a memorial 
to our only 4-term President. The American 
people feel a deep debt of gratitude to Presi
dent Roosevelt for his leadership in America's 
struggle for peace, well-being and human dig
nity. Because of its unique design, the FOR 
Memorial is not only a tribute to the life and 
work of the man, but more importantly, it will 
serve as a vivid reminder of the Great Depres
sion and our fight for freedom in World War II. 
As our country commemorates WW II, it is ap
propriate that we honor the man who was our 
Commander in Chief during the time Ameri
cans fought against tyranny and defended de
mocracy throughout the world. 

1995 will mark the 50th anniversary of 
President Roosevelt's death. The plans for the 
memorial, which will be located near the Tidal 
Basin in Washington, DC, has been approved. 
The ground breaking has taken place. The 
time is now to raise the funds necessary to 
continue construction. The FOR commemora
tive coin gives the American people a wonder
ful way to support what will certainly be one of 
our Nation's greatest, most visited memorials. 

I urge my colleagues to give the American 
people an opportunity to personally contribute 
to the memorial in honor of President Roo
sevelt. Please support H.R. 3270. 

RELIGION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Feb
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, and be
cause there is no designee of the major
ity leader, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DOOLITTLE] is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor
ity leader. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciate the chance to discuss the im
portant issues relating to the attack 
on people of faith being carried out by 
high officials in the Democrat Party. I 
think we need to address many of these 
issues, and I have with me colleagues 
tonight who are prepared to do that, 
and I would like to yield to the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. TAY
LOR] who has been a leader in address
ing this issue of the EEOC gui.delines 
on religion, and I would like to allocate 
such time as he may wish to share with 
us to him for his thoughts on that sub
ject. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank the gen
tleman from California [Mr. Doo
LITTLE] for putting together this spe
cial order and addressing this subject. I 
think he has done an outstanding job 
on many occasions with these special 
orders in bringing to the public's atten
tion a number of concerns. The one 
that I am speaking on this evening is 
the EEOC regulations that were pro
mulgated last October, and made 
known through a hearing period, and in 

effect have been recognized by compa
nies in this country so strongly that 
many of the private companies have is
sued regulations dealing with those 
proposed EEOC regulations. They is
sued rules for their companies. 

Now what would these EEOC rules 
do? First of all, they would say that in 
the work place, under the guise of reli
gious harassment, under title 7, that 
we could not have any mention of reli
gion, either positive or negative, and 
that is essentially what the company 
that issued its regulations has said. 
That would include jewelry, artifacts, 
potential conversations of employees 
dealing in this area. 

Now this is as much a question of 
first amendment protection as it is 
anything else. It is not the necessity to 
sponsor any religion under any particu
lar name. It is not the necessity to be 
against any religion under a name. It is 
to say that the Framers of the Con
stitution gave us a Bill of Rights and 
that first amendment protected us in 
the area of religion. It was not that we 
wanted a state religion. On the con
trary. The Framers of the Constitution 
had seen that experience before and 
wanted nothing to do with the state of 
religion, but they did want religion in 
the state. And over the 200 years of our 
history in this country we have recog
nized that fact. 

And here comes today bureaucrats 
that have devised rules that say, "No, 
this is wrong. This is something that 
we cannot tolerate. It will be harass
ment if you mention any sort of reli
gious activity, invite someone to Sun
day school, do something else in the 
work place. That will be harassment." 

Now this could have been stopped. 
The President with one phone call 
could have stopped this months ago. 
The President could have said, "This is 
wrong. This is something I don't want 
to see. It seems to be encouraging rath
er than discouraging, and let's see 
what the effect is." 

Yesterday I met with a group of 
NASCAR drivers. They said they could 
have had a truckload if they had had 
time to put it together. But we had 
seven or eight come down and point 
out one of the things that concerns 
them about the EEOC regulations. 
They pointed out that each Sunday, 
since that is the day of the race at the 
track, they have a minister who has a 
special service for the drivers. Now 
they are about to get in about a four by 
four space of solid metal. It is about 140 
degrees on a summer day out there, 
and they are going around laps between 
100 and 200 miles per hour risking their 
life in a sport they love. If they want 
to have a special service conducted by 
a minister on Sunday morning before 
they start the race, who are we to say 
that they cannot? Who are we to tell 
the fans, the hundred thousands or so 
that are going to be watching that 
race, "I'm sorry. We can't have that 
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race because we think there might be 
some religious harassment going on 
here in the stadium before the sports 
race starts"? 

The necessity and the reason we have 
the freedom of a Bill of Rights is to let 
everyone make up their own mind in 
these areas, to let everyone have the 
freedom to do as they please in these 
areas. The government in my district, 
people recognize, would mess up a one
car funeral, and yet we are calling on 
them to devise regulations and tell us 
how to micromanage our lives in this 
most sensitive of areas. It is absolutely 
ridiculous that we are getting to this 
point. 

I had a marine write a letter, an offi
cer in the Marines. He said, first of all, 
we are going to have to change the Ma
rine motto if this goes on because sem
per fidelis is just part of the motto. 
The motto is: Always faithful to God 
and country. Now we will have to re
move God obviously because that will 
not be allowed in our workplace, and 
the chaplain may not be able to min
ister either in the battlefield or in the 
barracks because that is the workplace 
of those individuals. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it is a situation 
where with each step we get more and 
more ridiculous. 

I served on committees with the gen
tleman from California [Mr. Doo
LITTLE] who has put together this spe
cial order, and I maintain that the 
depths of dumb cannot be fathomed in 
Washington, DC. That does not mean 
there are not good people here. I served 
with intelligent people in the House 
and in the Senate, people whose char
acter is above reproach. But somehow, 
as we pass legislation and it becomes 
promulgated into ever finer regulations 
on the American people, all of us who 
have human weaknesses and fallacies 
are going to make the errors, and that 
is passed on and put on the American 
people as onerous rules and regula
tions. 
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continue to pile these on the American 
people day after day. We issue between 
60,000 and 100,000 pages of regulations 
in the Federal registry every year. 
Those are regulations like the EEOC 
regulations that have to be recognized 
and obeyed as the law of the land. 

One last comment I would like to 
make, and I know the gentleman from 
California is a cosponsor of this, and 
that is we have legislation, our amend
ment tomorrow, that will deny the 
EEOC funding to enforce the religious 
regulations that it has, and I hope that 
amendment will pass. It will give us a 
year to go in and change those regula
tions, abolish those regulations, if the 
House sees fit, and to correct that 
problem. 

But what about the future? The gen
tleman has cosponsored with me a 

piece of legislation that would require 
whenever rules and regulations or 
whenever the bill is passed, and then 
goes to the appropriate bureaucracy for 
rules and regulations to be promul
gated, they would have to come back 
to this House to be examined by this 
House and then approved or dis
approved. 

We could save the American people 
an enormous amount of grief and trou
ble if we would pass that regulation 
and if we pass that law and keep those 
regulations from being put on the pub
lic until we get a chance to assess 
them. 

I want to tell the gentleman again 
how much I appreciate him and our 
colleagues for this program on the fam
ily and the threat to the family. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I thank the gen
tleman, who has been a leader in this 
Congress in fighting for the rights of 
Americans. The bill you just men
tioned is an outstanding piece of legis
lation that would probably, more than 
almost any other single piece of legis
lation that we might enact, do more to 
impact the average American. Because 
all of a sudden, the Congress would 
have to pass judgment before any of 
these regulations take effect. And 
there are thousands and thousands of 
pages of regulations, especially under 
this President, and it is just devastat
ing. 

I would like to ask the gentleman be
fore he goes, because this is such an 
important issue, do you mean to say 
that under what the EEOC is doing, 
that conceivably an employer could be 
ruled in violation of the regulations for 
harassment because, for example, he 
might have a Bible on his bookshelf, or 
might wear the little pin, you know, 
the fish pin or maybe a cross, or might 
allow an employee to have one? Or 
maybe an employee has religious pic
tures at his desk, or maybe in the cof
fee room an employee witnesses to an
other about his or her faith? Are those 
the types of things that are conceiv
ably are prohibited under these guide
lines? 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Ex
actly. Or offers of scripture for some
one who lost a family member that 
could bring some relief, or invites them 
to a service during the week for some 
relief. All of that would be prohibited, 
and the employer could be held liable 
for harassment in that particular cir
cumstance. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. So what we are 
really facing is every employer in this 
country, what do we have, 6 million 
small businesses, give or take, every 
employer in this country could be the 
subject of an official governmental ac
tion against him, and have the privi
lege of paying $15, $20, $50, or $100,000 in 
attorney's fees to validate his first 
amendment rights? Is that what we are 
talking about? 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. That 
is exactly what we are talking about. I 

hope in this body tomorrow we are 
going to be able to give 1 year's relief. 
It will not solve the problem. We need 
to follow with legislation to change or 
abolish the regulations. But this will 
say we get a year's relief from the reg
ulations that have already been pro
mulgated, and we will not have to live 
under them. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. The gentleman has 
done great work in this area, and we 
are anticipating a favorable result here 
in the House tomorrow. I thank the 
gentleman for taking the time to come 
down to the floor to explain this very 
important aspect of the attack on peo
ple of faith relative to the actions of 
the Clinton administration's EEOC. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. I 
thank the gentleman for his time. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Well, we have a 
number of issues to talk about, and we 
have here my colleague from the East 
Bay in California, Mr. BILL BAKER, 
whom I would like to allocate some 
time to. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Thank you 
very much, Mr. Speaker, and Mr. Doo
LITTLE from California. It was a very 
big surprise to me when I came here to 
Washington and discovered that the 
problem was that the religious right 
was taking over. And here all the time 
my constituents and I thought that a 
weak national defense, a $4 trillion na
tional debt, an arts program that has 
gone absolutely haywire, goals for edu
cation that have no relationship to the 
future or to science and math and hard 
subjects, and I learned it is not those 
things that are a problem, but we are 
on a witch hunt trying to find whether 
the religious right has taken over 
Washington. 

Russia has recently undergone real 
change, and their leaders, JOHN, have 
said that we need more faith in our 
country. And they are passing out Bi
bles in their schools and are teaching 
their children to respect God, to re
spect themselves, and to have faith. 

Now, this is in a country that for
merly was highly alcoholic, people 
were bored to tears. There was no pro
ductivity increase because everyone 
was working for that nameless, faceless 
state. 

Now that they are individuals again, 
and now that they have become free, 
they are talking about how to rebuild 
their country. And the way to rebuild 
their country is to rebuild their people. 
And the way to rebuild the people is to 
restore faith. 

So they have gone back to the Bible 
and gone back to faith, at the same 
time the Clinton administration here 
in Washington is telling people, don't 
have a show of religious faith. Don't 
have any religious symbols in the 
workplace. Don't wear a crucifix or a 
Star of David. Don't show that you 
care about anything but the state. 

We are repeating the mistakes of the 
last 70 years. The EEOC now is promul
gating regulations for the workplace. 
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This is reminiscent of taking over 
health care. We are having a health 
care fiasco here where the health care 
providers are not being asked what can 
we do to provide increased health care. 
What we are asking is how can we pro
vide more bureaucracy and government 
control over health care. So you know 
whatever comes out of Washington is 
not going to say how can you get 
through your doctor's office faster, 
how can you have a procedure at a hos
pital cheaper and better. 

What they are saying is how can a re
gional health alliance control what 
kind of insurance you can have. How 
can a national health board control 
how much money is spent on health 
care. How can we fix pharmaceutical 
rates and hospital rates so no money 
will be invested in new plant and equip
ment and future wonder drugs. 

The question here in Washington is 
over political control. It is not over 
faith, it is not over producing better 
quality medical care for the people, it 
is not even over the citizens them
selves and how they can live better by 
keeping more of their income in their 
pockets. It is about government con
trol. 

So this whole battle is about whether 
they are going to control your life, 
JOHN, and your faith. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. So if I understand 
the gentleman, the gospel of bureauc
racy, governmental control, spending 
by the government, and taxes, is fa
vored under this administration, it 
would appear. But for people to profess 
faith or live by the values of the family 
is apparently disfavored, at least so far 
as we can tell by the actions of the 
Clinton Justice Department in support
ing the EEOC regulations referenced by 
Mr. TAYLOR, which pose a threat to 
every employee in the country, and 
certainly to every employer, and other 
examples that we no doubt will cite 
later on here. 

But the gentleman mentioned the 
health care plan. You know, it is inter
esting to me, we talk about the attack 
on people of faith. We have been brand
ed the religious right. You know, it 
seems to me basically it is just what
ever the ultra liberals who run this 
country don't like, they want to put an 
ugly name on it. To their way of think
ing, what could be uglier than the reli
gious right? What is so bizarre is, of 
course, look how many good people in 
this country, Democrats and Repub
licans, are people of faith. Are they all 
to be branded by the Democrat leader
ship religious right, and therefore cast 
aside? 

Mr. POMBO. If the gentleman will 
yield, you mention the religious right 
and it has been mentioned in the pre
vious statement by Mr. BAKER about 
the attack being on our religion. And I 
think it goes much deeper than that. 
The attack is not just on religious free
dom and t~e fact that.conservative re-

ligious people have decided to become 
involved politically because they see 
our country going down the drain. It 
also stretches out into many other 
areas. Some of the groups which have 
been attached to the radical right are 
groups such as National Taxpayers 
Union, a taxpayers watchdog group 
which oversees how every taxpayer's 
dollars are spent in this Federal bu
reaucracy. 

It also reaches out to groups like 
Citizens Against Government Waste, 
who is a watchdog group who watches 
over wasteful government programs. 
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right. You know what else is also 
called radical right? Term limits, U.S. 
term limits group, which has decided 
to get involved in educating people 
across this country about who is in 
favor of term limits and who is not. 
That is called radical right. 

If you look at the American people, 
and I have looked at polls, public opin
ion polls across this country, and you 
ask them about taxpayers and you ask 
them about the tax rates that our Fed
eral Government imposes upon its citi
zens, they are not happy. If you ask 
them about wasteful government 
spending, they are not happy. But does 
that mean that every person who 
agrees with the National Taxpayers 
Union or Citizens Against Government 
Waste is somehow castigated as radical 
right? 

Mr. BAKER of California. They are 
just trying to paint any group that op
poses the Great Society here in Wash
ington as religious right. Imagine, we 
have two million employees we cannot 
even figure out when we steal 40 per
cent of a person's income that we are 
putting pressure on the family. And 
what are we spending that money on? 
Art that is obscene and of questionable 
value, a military that is now being de
moralized because we have changed the 
standards of who gets in the military 
and what they can do when they are in 
the military. We are trying to destroy 
America from within, and we cannot 
even find out that overtaxation and 
overregulation are the cause for most 
of the people's lack of faith in their 
government. So is it strange that they 
turn their faith to a real God and to 
the Bible. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I consider it to be 
one of the greatest moral issues in this 
country today, the destruction of the 
American family by government 
through overspending, overregulation 
and overtaxation which is forcing both 
parents out into the workplace so they 
can earn enough money to pay their 
taxes. And because I believe that and 
because millions of Americans across 
the country believe that, we are brand
ed as the dangerous radical right. 

Well, I just think people need to un
derstand, we are not talking about a 

situation where someone is trying to 
impose their narrow religious views on 
everyone in this country. We are talk
ing about fundamental notions in fair
ness, of what is appropriate for the re
lationship between the government and 
the people whom the government is 
supposed to serve. I think the gen
tleman from Tracy, from the 11th Con
gressional District, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. POMBO] and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. BAKER] 
have both made excellent points that 
we need to just stand up and say, wait 
a minute, folks, do not put some label 
on us so that you can dismiss the work 
that we are trying to do. 

I think the American people need to 
understand what we are talking about. 
This is not an attack that is being 
waged in order to divert attention. 
Even in today's Roll Call, a Democrat 
author named Charles Cook wrote a 
very interesting article, if I might just 
presume upon my colleagues to quote 
this, because Roll Call is a little house 
liberal democrat newspaper that cir
culates up on Capitol Hill. And it 
serves as a vehicle for the Democratic 
congressional committee and others to 
use to put out their views. 

But even this paper thought they had 
gone overboard. Let me just quote 
them. "Clearly, it is an expedient tac
tic for Democrats to employ," referring 
to this branding of the religious right 
or using that term, "particularly as 
the prospects for health care reform 
look increasingly grim, as foreign pol
icy developments suggest ineptitude on 
the part of the Administration"-can 
you imagine that, with Bill Clinton in 
the White House and Jimmy Carter 
helping him out in Korea? This country 
is in deep trouble. And they do not 
want you to focus too much on that. I 
am diverting from the quote. Let us go 
back. 

Ineptitude on the part of the Administra
tion and as the battle ranges with Repub
licans over Whitewater. In politics, you al
ways need a devil to beat on, and by remind
ing everyone of the horror show of the 1992 
GOP convention in Houston, Democrats can 
conjure up a very convenient demon. 

I thought this thing about the demon 
was interesting, because I also read in 
People magazine, June 27, 1994, ex
cerpts from this new book on the cha
otic Clinton administration by Bob 
Woodward, very interesting book. I 
think it is called ''The Agenda.'' And in 
this, there is a little reference to this 
idea of demonization. It is talking 
about Mrs. Clinton and how she oper
ates. It says, "In an extraordinary 
White House meeting, she," meaning 
Mrs. Clinton, "told Clinton's advisors, 
'we need to tell a story to sell our plan 
that has heroes and villains. You need 
to demonize things to sell something to 
people.'" 

Mr. BAKER of California. Pretty 
hard to make your doctor a demon. 
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Could I just interject, after the Sen

ate took one look at the EEOC guide
lines, trying to overregulate the work
place and the people who work there, 
the Senate voted 94 to nothing to 
throw out the religious harassment 
guidelines. This is on June 17, 1994. So 
just very recently, after this was pro
posed, the Senate said, thank you, but 
no thank you. I am hoping that this 
House, Congressman DOOLITTLE, will 
take the same well-reasoned approach 
to the overregulation of the workplace 
by a greedy Congress. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. That is 94 to noth
ing. I do not know if TED KENNEDY even 
voted for that, but I presume a lot of 
established liberal Democrats did. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TANNER). Members should refrain from 
referring to individuals of the other 
body. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
stand corrected. I will just refer to the 
liberal Senators who no doubt voted for 
this. 

Still, though, the Clinton Adminis
tration has yet to direct its own bu
reaucrats in the EEOC to withdraw 
those, even after a 94 to nothing vote. 
We will have a vote offered by Mr. TAY
LOR tomorrow on that and, hopefully, 
these people in the White House who 
say we are extreme, maybe they will 
get the message and will withdraw 
what I think to everyone but to them 
clearly is extreme. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Let me 
quote the author of the 94 to nothing 
amendment, a Democrat named How
ELL HEFLIN who said, "It is a consensus 
on all sides of the political and reli
gious spectrum that these guidelines as 
currently worded are seriously flawed 
at best." 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN. I am a little late join
ing your special order, as I promised I 
would, because I was watching Cross
fire. I would not mention a show in 
competition with us right here except 
that it is off the air now, but the guests 
were Haley Barbour, chairman of the 
Republican Party, and the distin
guished Member from the other side of 
the aisle who is head of their Congres
sional Election Campaign Committee, 
VIC FAZIO. And I was watching VIC, 
who is a good-natured person, smiling 
throughout the whole thing, trying to 
figure out if he really understands the 
Pandora's box that he has opened here. 

Now, you are a Mormon in the time 
that I have known you. I have known 
you as a family man, a man of faith 
who loves his Mormon faith. Some of 
us on the floor are Catholic. I do not 
even know the religious affiliation of 
second, brandnew, shiniest Member. 

I usually do not know anybody's reli
gious affiliation until years and years 
after I have served with them. But I 
can pick out very quickly, after 6 
months of floor voting and debate, 

those who are concerned, as you just 
expressed it, about the destruction of 
the American family. 

I have here the transcript of our 
friend, VIC FAZIO, at the National Press 
Club yesterday morning. And it is very 
revealing. 

The press, I am happy to ·say, really 
put him up against it with a long Q and 
A period to try and figure out where he 
was headed with all this. I think he is 
going to crash into a stone wall and 
take his party with him, if they do not 
follow the advice I gave Vice President 
AL GORE at the back of the Chamber 
yesterday, to back off this divisiveness 
and what I think is clear and simple 
Christian bashing, much broader than 
the narrow focus that VIC FAZIO tried 
to give it on the Crossfire Show to
night. 

The Catholic article in yesterday's 
Wall Street Journal, by Gerald Seed, 
who is not an ideologue in any way, I 
was told on the show by Bob Novak, he 
wrote an article, "Catholic Voters May 
Be a Problem for the Clinton Team." 
And I put this article in the RECORD 
yesterday. It is in the RECORD under all 
of our chairs today. 

I think one of the things that I dis
cussed with Speaker FOLEY yesterday, 
with DICK GEPHARDT and with Vice 
President AL GORE is they better un
derstand how broad reaching this at
tack is. 

I said, "Are you going to make a case 
to me that Pope John Paul the 2d is 
part of the religious left?" 
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compromising group when he spoke in 
very forceful terms with the 
magisterian, the teaching authority of 
the Catholic Church behind him on ho
mosexuality, on taking innocent 
human life in the womb and crushing 
it, killing it, flatlining it, stopping a 
heartbeat? 

Here is one of the things VIC said, VIC 
FAZIO said in response to a question, 
that I think is revealing. The modera
tor for one questioning period said, "So 
you would say that in their agenda," 
the Christian right, "I mean, what 
would you classify as being radical?" 

Mr. FAZIO responds, "Well, I guess I 
fear the intolerance, as I said earlier, 
the intolerance of people." 

"Specifically," the moderator said, 
and Mr. FAZIO, "Well, as it comes down 
to books in the library, magazines and 
newspapers,'' and get the next line, 
"things that relate to people's sexual 
preference," ah ha, "places in which it 
is appropriate to express your faith," 
oh, you mean. like praying here in the 
morning, praying at the Supreme 
Court, our brothers and sisters in the 
U.S. Semi.te opening every one of their 
days with a prayer? 

Then he says, "The ways in which 
you might do it, express your faith. I 
certainly think these are kinds of 

things that trouble people who believe 
in the Constitution." You mean like 
the 56 men who signed the Declaration 
of Independence and they all lost their 
fortunes, that wrote their lives, their 
fortunes, and their sacred honor, and 
"with a firm reliance in Divine Provi
dence" went right before that? 

Then he says, "And those that be
lieve in the separation of church and 
state, that is a true protection for 
those of religious faith as well as for 
those in the country who choose to 
practice theirs in another way." 

Let me just read six titles of articles 
and then we will discuss. 

Bob Novak today, a dynamite col
umn: "Doctor Elders Is Safe," safe 
from being fired, but Bob Novak writes 
a great column that this country is not 
safe from her attacks on Christianity. 

Joycelyn Elders, the sex guru gen
eral, "Condoms to Nine-Years-Olds," 
and here is where she is discussing, 
"We had a girl in Arkansas who at 
eight gave birth to twins." I wonder if 
this is really true. I will take her at 
her word. "We must teach them re
sponsibility and make sure they have 
the availability of a condom," and that 
is an uninterrupted sentence. 

"Condoms For Eight-Year-Olds," and 
that column is by my friend, Susan 
Fields, an excellent column. 

Here is from today's newspaper. 
"Fazio Says Religious Right Is Pushing 
GOPs To Extreme." Of course, one of 
the things that everybody is question
ing VIC about is, since when are we 
going to get all this free advice from 
VIC on how to save our Republican 
Party? He even talks in this Press Club 
Q and A period that he things if we are 
ever going to take the White House 
back, we have got to follow his advice. 
I know VIC wants us to take the White 
House back. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Will the 
gentleman yield? Who won seven of the 
last seven special elections in 30 per
cent Republican districts, the last two? 

Mr. DORNAN. And they were notal
ways people who were pro-life. The 
Senator from Georgia got Christian Co
alition help. He is pro-choice. So did 
the very talented Senator from Texas 
that won. 

Mr. BAKER of California. If the gen
tleman will continue to yield, who won 
seven of the last seven elections? 

Mr. DORNAN. The Republican Party, 
and not every candidate was alike, and 
the Christian Coalition weighed in to 
help people that they did not agree 
with across the board. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak
er, I would ask the gentleman, is the 
Republican Party the only party where 
you can have an open discussion on is
sues like homosexuality and abortion, 
where both sides are represented? 

Mr. DORNAN. A darn good question, 
I would say to the gentleman, because 
when you try to get a discussion going 
like that in some Democrat groups 
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across this country, you are shot down. 
There is only one viewpoint that is tol
erated, and that viewpoint is pro-sod
omy, and 95 percent of the Democratic 
clubs across this country are aware of 
this in the debate. You are screamed 
down. You could not even talk on the 
Democratic Convention platform, if 
you were the Governor of one of the 
biggest States in this Union, and I am 
talking about a Democratic pro-life 
hero, Bob Casey, but seven Republicans 
were put up on the platform at the 
Democratic Convention who had never 
done anything to walk a Democratic 
precinct in their life. They were given 
a platform and the Governor of Penn
sylvania was told, "Get lost." 

Mr. POMBO. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BAKER of California. I wonder if 
we could introduce our second newest 
Member? 

Mr. POMBO. Before we do that, Mr. 
Speaker, I .would like to ask the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] a 
question. He says that not all the can
didates were alike, that they had dif
ferent viewpoints. What was it that 
tied all the candidates together? What 
was the central theme behind all seven 
of those? 

Mr. DORNAN. To use Lee Atwater's 
big tent frame, one thing that brought 
all seven of these candidates together, 
and we have one of them right here 
with us, so we are going to give him 
the floor in a second, was the moral 
issue of passing massive debt on to our 
children and grandchildren and their 
children, massive debt. We have got 
in to a bankruptcy type spending in 
this country that is so bad it is a moral 
issue. There is one. 

Crime was an issue that brought ev
erybody together. The health care 
issue was discussed in most of these 
races, because I think every one of 
them but one, maybe all seven, came 
after the Hilary task force had weighed 
in with its 1,364 page report. 

Let us ask the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. LUCAS] what are the key 
issue in his campaign and how broad 
was his support? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. LUCAS]. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate my colleague from California 
yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe if we actually 
take into consideration both of the 
House races, are we not nine for nine in 
major contests since election day in 
this country? 

Mr. DORNAN. We were talking about 
big State races; nine for nine. 

Mr. LUCAS. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, I think quite clearly, 
and I suppose I should apologize to my 
colleagues, because from what I am 
able to gather and determine, a lot of 
this, whether you want to call it 
hysteria or this angle of attack that is 
now being used, really did not start to 

boil up to the top until after my elec
tion victory in the Sixth District of 
Oklahoma, and that of our new col
league, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. LEWIS]. So obviously we have got
ten someone's attention. 

Pounding up and down the trail in 
the Sixth District of Oklahoma, a dis
trict that was and is 65 percent Demo
crat in registration, a district full of 
very conservative Christian Democrats 
in both an urban and rural environ
ment, it was a joy for me to run as a 
candidate who opposed massive tax in
creases, who supported term limita
tions, a candidate who did not want to 
nationalize health care, a candidate 
who was opposed to further intrusions 
in our private lives, be it gun control 
or other things of that nature; a can
didate who said up and down the trail 
that things like our agricultural indus
try and our energy industry were being 
ignored by the present administration 
in favor of short-term social goals. 

It was a pleasure campaigning out 
there because the people of western 
Oklahoma, of central Oklahoma, re
sponded to me. Certainly I shared those 
conservative moral values and was 
never ashamed to say so, but they re
sponded to me. 

Mr. Speaker, if there is such a thing 
as a radical right in western Oklahoma 
in the Sixth District of Oklahoma, 
then those are just the common folks 
who earn a living, who send their chil
dren to school, who care about the is
sues. So what if they happen to go to 
church on Sunday, happen to be God
fearing people? I am proud of them. I 
am a pleasured person to serve them, 
to be one of them. 

This statement that they are the rad
ical whatever that sent FRANK LUCAS 
to Congress is just so unbelievable, so 
totally unbelievable, as to be laugh
able. I know out there that they know 
this. 

Mr. Speaker, I apologize to my col
leagues for creating this mass hysteria 
among the other side in their efforts to 
lash cut and try to put a different spin 
on things. Quite simply, my constitu
ents, the salt of the earth, good, solid 
people who are still registered in the 
other party, are so because they are 
not ready to admit that they have been 
gone off and left in the political stream 
of life. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to ask the gentleman a 
question. He was elected in a district, I 
believe, that has not had a Republican 
elected for over 20 years, is that cor
rect? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct, 19 years. 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. OK, 19 years. What 

is the Democrat registration in your 
district, I would ask the gentleman? 

Mr. LUCAS. Sixty-five percent 
Democratic. In fact, my home county, 
until a number of good people rereg
istered to help me in my primary, it 
was about 91 percent, 92 percent. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. When the gen
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO], 
head of the Democratic Congressional 
Campaign Committee, and Mrs. Clin
ton, the First Lady, are out to "demon
ize," as the evidence shows that that is 
what they are out to do, they are basi
cally saying to all the good Democrats, 
not just the Republicans, to all the 
Democrats in the gentleman's district 
in Oklahoma, "You are the religious 
right and we don't respect you." Is that 
what your impression is? 

Mr. LUCAS. The very people we are 
speaking of are the folks who are the 
backbone of my district, and I believe 
the backbone of this country. 

0 2020 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. The overwhelming 

majority of the people in this country 
are God-fearing people. I think the sta
tistics are that over half have prayer 
every week, go to church every week. 
So imagine the God-fearing people of 
this country, Republicans and Demo
crats, independents, all being labeled 
by the Democratic Party leadership as 
somehow less than worthy of full dig
nity because they are "religious 
right." Shocking, really. 

Mr. DORNAN. Let me tell you again, 
looking at our colleague, VIC FAZIO, in 
his long appearance at the National 
Press Club, and let me see if I can try 
and figure out what he is saying. He is 
saying, and he said it again on Cross 
Fire tonight, he would say to the peo
ple in the Sixth District of Oklahoma, 
"Go ahead and practice your faith, go 
ahead and let your faith give you cer
tain beliefs. But don't bring those be
liefs or worries about values to the 
public marketplace in a voting situa
tion and attempt to influence other 
people's opinions. If your value system 
is based on religion, keep your mouth 
shut. If your value system is just based 
on the simple law of the jungle that 
you do not want to be beaten up, so 
you want brutes put away in prison, 
well you can base it on that." 

I think what is happening here, I said 
in my 1-minute today, read an article 
from the USA Today by Richard 
Benedetto, I am not that familiar with 
him, but I am starting to read a little 
of these news coverage stories just in 
the past month on other things other 
than religion. He says Clinton faces 
over the next 2 years, if he has any 
thoughts of a second term, he says he 
has "very little wiggle room," as he 
says it, the fate of his health legisla
tion, the results of the 1994 elections, I 
guess the long-term performance of the 
economy, the outcome of a sexual har
assment lawsuit filed by Paula Jones, a 
former Arkansas State worker, hear
ings in this Chamber and the U.S. Sen
ate on the Whitewater land dealings 
and his ability to get a credible handle 
on foreign affairs. I added the word 
credible. He said get a handle on for
eign affairs. Now if he has all of these 
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worries, what can they come up with to 
divert, to stop this nine for nine on
slaught against them of losing all of 
these elections? I think somebody 
without understanding at all, because 
they are not part of it, they are not 
part of the fear about the cui tural 
meltdown and the worry about family 
values in this country, they thought 
that they could attack a segment of 
those who encourage voters to get out 
and vote, and attacked on a TV show 
Rev. Jerry Falwell, and former Rev. 
Pat Robertson. He wants to narrow it 
down to a few, ·and he does not under
stand, frankly. Two of my daughters, 
and I have three, but the two oldest 
ones who were married first have three 
kids each. They told me, "Dad, as 
plain, run-of-the-mill Roman Catholics 
who go to church every Sunday, we 
consider ourselves part of the religious 
right. We are part of that Christian co
alition. We think government is mak
ing it hard for us to raise our children. 
We don't want condoms passed out in 
schools. We do not want value-free 
courses teaching sex such as straight 
old biology as though you are talking 
about animal husbandry." They said, 
"Don't these people understand they 
are insulting us?" 

I know that there are Reagan Demo
crats, as they were called by the politi
cal pundits all across this country who 
rejected Bush for economic reasons and 
are now analyzing the common wheel, 
what is going on out there in the mar
ketplace, and they are disgusted with 
the continual assaults upon the family. 

. And they sit back and they say now let 
me see, was it the conservative philoso
phy that has caused this, the conserv
ative judges, the conservative lawyers, 
the conservative district attorneys, the 
conservative movie producers or fin
anciers, the conservative actors or ac
tresses, the conservative show hosts, 
the conservative priests, the conserv
ative rabbis, the conservative min
isters, was it the conservative politi
cians who defended pornography down 
the line the last 30 years until they 
have turned our Nation into an open 
sewer in some cities? Who has defended 
abortion for all 9 months for any rea
son and told young teenage girls, 13, 14, 
15 that they could have an abortion be
hind their mother's back, and that we 
as a party will fight to get them Fed
eral money, and tell those who think it 
is murdering innocent life to just take 
a walk, we are going to get you Federal 
funding for this? Who has said the Boy 
Scouts should take in homosexuals? 
Who other than J oycelyn Elders? 

And there is a column by Novak 
where he quotes the cardinal of Wash
ington DO's archdiocese, Cardinal 
Hickey, who says we must now accept 
that everything that Elders says is Bill 
Clinton speaking. He now must come 
forward and admit this is everything 
that he stands for, or he would not tell 
a cardinal twice in two letters to back 
off, that he is going to support Elders. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak
er, if the gentleman will yield, the At
torney General has determined that we 
should not have multidistrict prosecu
tion of child pornography. As the gen
tleman recognizes, child pornography 
is not a mom and pop industry. It is a 
large section of the organized crime, 
and in order to get rid of the Reagan 
administration attack where it had at
tacked in several districts at once in 
district courts, the Attorney General 
determined that we would not do that 
any longer. 

Also, instead of having standards 
that disallow children to be involved at 
all in child pornography, they said the 
child had to be nude and performing a 
sex act. It was not just enough that . 
they were in it. 

This weakening of the child pornog
raphy laws was tossed out of court by 
a well-reasoned judge as she tried to 
get a conviction overturned so they 
could establish these new weaker 
standards. 

My question is do you not believe 
that the first year and a half of the 
Clinton administration, with the ridic
ulous appointments and the weakening 
of our laws toward the family is rees
tablishing the Reagan revolution, and 
these nine victories were because peo
ple do have character, they respect 
family failures, and they are going to 
get that, they are going to elect Frank 
Lewis in a 30 percent Republican seat? 

Mr. DORNAN. In direct answer to 
your question I would give names in 
the White House. When Christians and 
people of orthodox faith, and I have 
plenty of orthodox rabbis calling me, 
writing me, stopping me in the hall. I 
tell them, "Don't whisper. We're in the 
majority around here. You wouldn' t 
know it from the news media." 

But when you look at appointments 
like Donna Shalala, Roberta 
Actenberg, Christine Gibby, Joycelyn 
Elders, Patsy Thomason, when you 
look at the trooper 4, the Rosegate law 
firm 4, money changers in the Arkan
sas temple 4, that is my name for 
them, the condom 4, the pro-Hanoi 4, 
Strobe Talbot, Derek Shear, Sam 
Brown, and Morton Halperin, when you 
look at the Fab 4, James Carville, Paul 
Begala, Mandy Grunwald, and Stan 
Greenberg, and battered wife 
Stephanopoulos Christians who are 
worried about their children, and wor
ried about what's happening in the 
schools look at this and they say, 
"Where is our support?" 

Novak in his column says where is 
there one tradi tiona!, upstanding 
Catholic who identifies with Mother 
Teresa, who agrees with every single 
bishop in America on life issues, even 
the liberal and moderate bishops, 
where are these people? 

I want to get the exact words of Car
dinal Hickey's spokesman, Monsignor 
William Lori. And he says, "I'm speak
ing for Cardinal Hickey. 

"One can only really conclude from 
both Clinton's letters, May 6 and June 
3 this month, that Dr. Elders is truly 
speaking for the administration." 

When I got back from Normandy, one 
of my sons said to me, "Dad, is the 
press going to have the guts to ques
tion the President about what Elders 
said while he was gone?'' and I asked 
what that was. I did not hear it over 
there in Europe. Elders told the press 
that Clinton stopped her somewhere 
during the month of May and said, 
"J oycelyn, I'm all for you. I'm backing 
you up. I love what you're doing. I'm 
with you all the way." 

Then she says yesterday, "I taught 
your President," she should have at 
least said hers, ours, she said, "I 
taught your President an awful lot,' 
and got a standing ovation from about 
300 lesbians. 

I mean, what is going on here? As I 
said this morning, why does my pal, 
Vrc FAZIO, who has a nice personality, 
think he can back up people who are 
insulting every Christian denomination 
in this country worthy of the name? I 
wish we had Ron Lewis here to join 
with Frank. The way he had been de
monized, to use Hillary's word, in the 
press, I mean I was really looking for
ward to meeting a Christian bookstore 
owner from the great State of Ken
tucky. And here is just another good, 
hardworking Member who is worried 
about the country, worried about the 
massive accumulating debt, worried 
about the family, worried about his 
kids and whoever God has put in his 
care, and you would think by reading . 
some of these columns that Frank here 
and Ron Lewis was the beginning of 
some sort of Middle Ages, Dark Ages 
takeover and crushing of the liberty of 
this country. 

0 2030 
Mr. DORNAN. The crushing and the 

oppression has been against the Amer
ican family, not the other way around. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I would like to in
quire of the Chair, Mr. Speaker, how 
many minutes we have left. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TANNER). The gentleman has 13 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Thirteen minutes. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. DORNAN. If the gentleman will 
yield, do not rush. Because I follow 
that with 60 minutes. But I want to let 
the Speaker pro tern make it down to 
the chowder crabfest down at the 
White House. I may go down there my
self and tell them about our special 
order, give them an autographed tran
script of the RECORD tomorrow. But we 
have got plenty of time. Let us not 
rush this. 

Mr. BAKER of California. I think it 
is important to remember that when 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
LUCAS] was sworn in, the first thing he 
did was sign, not the scriptures, but 
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the A to Z withdrawal petition to cut 
government and to balance this budget. 

Mr. DORNAN. He did it before he 
spoke. He started to speak, went 
around and signed it, very dramatic 
moment, then came back and then 
made his introductory, very pleasant, 
remarks, to this Chamber. 

Mr. BAKER of California. Very radi-
cal; very radical. · 

Mr. DORNAN. Let me get the reac
tion from everybody. My friend, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. FAZIO], 
was beating up on my friend Pat Bu
chanan, and they took a simple verbal 
slip of Pat Buchanan at the Republican 
Convention, and VIC used this again, 
said should we have a religious war in 
this country, and he starts beating up 
on one line of Pat Buchanan's at the 
Republican Convention. Here was Pat's 
line. Pat said, incorrectly, "We have a 
religious war in this country." He 
meant, and he has corrected it and said 
it ever since, "We have a spiritual war, 
a cultural war, in this country." 

But Clinton went up to Notre Dame, 
very carefully had priests behind him 
with the good-looking Roman collars 
on, and he says, "We do not need a war, 
one religion against another," and got 
a standing ovation from the Notre 
Dame student body that was there. Pat 
was not calling for Mormon against 
Presbyterian against Methodist 
against Catholic against our Jewish 
brothers. That is not what he was say
ing at all. 

What he was saying is we have a war 
of values, and do we. So here is Pat 
today, and let us everybody grab a 
piece of this. 

Buchanan's column starts off by say
ing, "Bellicose barrage of Christian
bashing." Excuse me, this was last 
week. You would think that VIC 
FAZIO's staff would have put this in 
front of his face and tipped him off he 
is heading in the wrong direction. Pat 
starts off: "Are you now or have you 
ever been a Christian? The way things 
are going, congressional committees 
are likely to be asking that question in 
a few years. What is the Christian
bashing all about? Simple. A struggle 
for the soul of America is under way, a 
struggle to determine whose views, 
whose values, beliefs, and standards 
will serve as the basis of law, who will 
determine what is right and wrong in 
America, and the intensifying assault 
on the Christian right should be taken 
as a sign that these folks, the Chris
tians, are gaining ground and winning 
hearts." 

Jump forward to his closing two 
paragraphs: "If one would sit with 
these Christian folks and ask what 
they want for America, one would find 
that the answer is they simply want 
America to become again the good 
country she once was.'' Now, I think 
still is. "They want the right to life of 
unborn, preborn children protected. 
They want the popular culture to re-

fleet the values of patriotis~. loyalty, 
bravery, decency," and it sounds like 
the Boy Scout oath, does it not? "They 
want magazines, movies, and TV shows 
depolluted of raw sex, violence, and 
filthy language," and I know that Pat 
wants the marketplace to do that, not 
us in this Congress, "just as they want 
rivers and beaches detoxified of raw 
sewage. They want the schools for 
which they pay taxes to teach the val
ues in which they believe," the values, 
by the way, that Alexis de Tocqueville 
saw in this country in the 1830's. Pat 
continues, "They want kids to have the 
same right to pray that they had, not 
a school.:ordained prayer, kids' vol
untary prayer from within the student 
body, and, yes, they do want chastity 
taught as morally right and traditional 
marriage taught as the God-ordained 
and natural norm. Is that so wicked 
and sinister an agenda?" 

And, my colleagues, this very day, 
the Governor of Hawaii, because he 
thought his tourism was being threat
ened, had the guts to sign a law that 
bans same-sex homosexual lesbian 
marriage. He signed it. Now, it is prob
ably going to go all the way to the Su
preme Court. 

Whose values will be reflected in 
those decisions, the values of the ma
jority of Americans or the values of 
something that 10, 20, 30 years ago 
would have been considered bizarre and 
radical to the extreme, unworthy of 
public discourse? 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. That was the Gov
ernor of Hawaii? Is that what the gen
tleman said? 

Mr. DORNAN. That is right. 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. He is a Democrat, 

is he not? 
Mr. DORNAN. He is a Democrat. 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. So the Governor of 

Hawaii, which has to be one of the Na
tion's most liberal States if not the 
most liberal State--

Mr. DORNAN. PATSY MINK told me, 
by way of helpful help, she said you 
had better rebuild your party in the 
State. There is no Republican Party in 
Hawaii. None. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. So he has just been 
branded by the Democrat leadership in 
the White House, basically, as religious 
right because he has signed something 
into law that does not agree with their 
values? Now that is exactly the point 
we are making, that to brand people re
ligious right simply to "demonize" 
them, and I believe that was Mrs. Clin
ton's term in People magazine or, as 
Mr. Cook explained, that the gen
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO] and 
the Democrat leadership is doing. 

That is smearing them. That is basi
cally using a personal attack in order 
to divert attention from the issues. 

Let me tell you if supporting the 
line-item veto like I do, if supporting 
the balanced-budget amendment to the 
U.S. Constitution like I do, if support
ing term limits like I do, if supporting 

private-property rights like I do, if sup
porting smaller government, less regu
lation, tax cuts for families, capital
gains cuts for jobs, strong family val
ues, if supporting love of country and 
of God like I do, if that is to be deemed 
religious right, I plead guilty, and so 
do the vast majority of the people of 
this country, and it just goes to show 
you how vastly out of touch the Demo
crat leadership and the Clinton admin
istration are to think they can get 
away with this kind of a smear cam
paign being waged across the national 
media and think that we are just going 
to sit back like little puppy dogs and 
take it and not strike back, because, 
Mr. Speaker, there are too many good 
people in this country who care deeply 
about these things, and they know that 
this is no kookie, far-right fringe set of 
values that we are talking about. This 
is mainstream America. Sadly, main
stream America is not represented very 
strongly in the United States House of 
Represen ta ti ves. 

Mr. BAKER of California. If the gen
tleman will yield, may I conclude by 
suggesting that the Democrat Party 
has brought us this majority coalition 
back together again that George Bush 
let slip through his fingers, and I would 
like to thank VIC FAZIO and wife of the 
President for focusing the public's at
tention on just what is wrong here in 
Washington, and that majority brought 
us FRANK LUCAS from Oklahoma, in an 
overwhelming vote in a special elec
tion. FRANK, it is great to have you 
with us. 

Mr. LUCAS. My colleagues have 
summed up. You are entirely right. 

In my district where I, too, read in 
all the publications in the Washington 
area about how it was such a great reli
gious right-wing whatever, it 
flabbergasts me, but those are the 
same issues I campaigned up and down 
the trail, balanced-budget amendment, 
line-item veto, and my opposition to 
nationalized health care, my opposi
tion to further tax increases, and the 
people responded, and they responded 
because they are not the radical Chris
tian right. They are not the radical 
anything. They are just the average 
citizens out there who work for a liv
ing, who care about this country, who 
care about the Lord, who want to be 
able to prosper and to do well and to 
have Uncle Sam, in whatever guise 
that it might be, stay out of their life, 
stay out of their church, stay out of 
their pocket. 

And when I spread that message 
across the Sixth District of Oklahoma, 
people responded, no matter what their 
skin color was or their economic back
ground or which particular church they 
attended or whatever they did, because 
it is the views that reflect the good 
folks of the Sixth District of Okla
homa. 

I think obviously in the other eight 
races they are the views that reflect 
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this country, and the people who do not 
share those views had probably better 
spend more time focusing on why they 
are out of sync than just simply calling 
names as a way to cover their defi
ciencies. 

Otherwise what has started with 
those nine races will continue through 
the summer and the fall, and we will 
see a different process here next year, 
because the people will speak just as 
they have already spoken nine times. 

I thank my colleagues for the oppor
tunity to participate in this discussion 
before this esteemed group this 
evening. 

Mr. DORNAN. I say to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DOOLITTLE], before 
you yield back your time, can I get in 
one line here from the Washington 
Post? I keep referring to yesterday. Ac
tually the gentleman from California 
[Mr. FAZIO] made this speech Tuesday 
morning, on June 21. Here is the Wash
ington Post, the liberal paper of record, 
one of America's three largest news
papers, here in the District of Colum
bia, a reporter whose political beliefs 
are unknown to me, which is the sign 
of a good reporter, Don Balz, and some
times I like what I am reading when he 
reports, other times I do not. But he 
seems like a fair reporter. Here is what 
he says. 

0 2040 
Here is what he says, and he quotes 

VIC FAZIO directly. "The Republicans 
accept the religious right and their 
tactics at their own peril," again here 
is VIC helping us "For these activists 
are demanding their rightful seat at 
the table." Did he mean to say it that 
way? Why not?, "And that is what the 
American people fear most." That is 
what FAZIO said. VIC FAZIO is telling us 
that the greatest fear Americans have 
is that religious people are demanding 
their rightful seat at the table. Then 
Don Balz goes on to write, "Democrats 
are worried about major losses in the 
fall elections and FAZIO's speech indi
cated that he and other Democrats 
hope to shift the focus away from pub
lic dissatisfaction with incumbents in 
Congress by raising questions instead 
about what kind of candidates the Re
publicans will be offering." Outstand
ing candidates like FRANK here. 

"Although FAZIO lumped a number of 
groups into what he called the radical 
right," and by the way that is what he 
has been saying for 2 days, the radical 
right, not any religious right. Then he 
slipped over and over and keeps saying 
the religious right. The article goes on, 
"His principal target was the role of re
ligious conservatives in the Republican 
Party." That is me, that is including 
my five grown children. It is that en
tire section of the Catholic faithful 
that you can call "loyal." 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Nothing wrong 
with being religious, basically. 

Mr. Speaker, let me yield to the gen
tleman from California in the few min
utes we have left. 

Mr. POMBO. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I appreciate the gen
tleman taking out the time tonight for 
this special order to talk about what is 
going on in this country today and 
what the agenda should be for this 
country and this government today. 

I, like every other Member of this 
body represent about 575,000 people. In 
my district my constituents, the peo
ple that I live with, my neighbors, my 
friends, they all have a lot of fears. 
They have a lot of fears about this 
country and what is going on today. 
Their fears are not about the radical 
right or the religious leaders who have 
spoken in this country. Their fears are 
about the runaway deficit, their fears 
are that taxes seem to increase every 
year, and they have to work harder, 
longer hours just to continue on for the 
standard of living that they have. 

The fears that they have are that 
their children are not going to have the 
same opportunities that they had; that 
they are not going to be able to hand 
their children and grandchildren a bet
ter world. That is what they are afraid 
of. But if we want to work together as 
a Congress, we need to look at what 
the real fears are and stop this 
fearmongering and finger-pointing that 
is going on right now. I thank the gen
tleman. 

DR. ELDERS IS SAFE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

TANNER). Under the Speakers's an
nounced policy of February 11, 1994, 
and June 10, 1994, the Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DORNAN] for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN. I thank the Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, before the last crab is 

gone down there, let me try to be fair 
to you because you enjoyed this inspi
rational trip to Normandy with me and 
we got to be good friends. But let me 
just reemphasize some of the points on 
Dr. Elders, who seems to have a lock 
on her job partly, I guess, because of 
the dumping of Lani Guanier, another 
lady of African-American descent who 
had been appointed to something, and 
then Clinton, her friend from law 
school at Yale, suddenly discovered her 
writings, he said, and jerked her ap
pointment. 

I did a 1-minute speech today that I 
titled "In the Minefield, the Electoral 
Minefield" that Clinton has to go 
through the next year and a half," that 
the most explosive mine under the 
ground is Dr. Elders. She is the one 
who can blow his lights out. 

I have before me again this Bob 
Novak column from today, and I want 
to underscore some of the things we 
missed during the four-way discussion. 

Bob Novak writes-and he was ter
rific on Crossfire tonight, I might add
"President Clinton has rejected re
quests from the Catholic Archbishop of 
Washington to disavow Surgeon Gen-

eral Joycelyn Elders' comments about 
sexuality, signalling that she must be 
treated with kid gloves no matter how 
embarrassing her statements." The 
reason I want to do this, Mr. Speaker, 
is on the show our distinguished col
league, VIC FAZIO, said he never heard 
of these letters, this correspondence 
between the Catholic Cardinal, the 
Archbishop of Washington, DC, and all 
the surrounding environs that make up 
a better-than-your-average diocese and 
archdiocese. He said he never heard of 
it. So he is going to hear about it to
morrow with all the dates, because I 
am going to give him this article to
morrow. We are friends. I will give him 
the transcript of this colloquy tonight 
for some speed readings. "Senior Clin
ton officials," and I continue Novak, 
"have to follow suit; finessing options 
that Dr. Elders is apt to offer whenever 
she testifies before Congress. When she 
recently said that more Federal funds 
should be spent on AIDS than on can
cer is that the victims are younger. 
Her superiors rolled their eyes but 
could not reprimand her." 

To quote a high-ranking official "The 
President feels very strongly about 
J oycelyn Elders." Hence the reason he 
has not disowned what she said while 
he was gone but he backs everything 
she is saying. 

"That's a clue to what's wrong with 
the Clinton presidency," Novak goes 
on. "He named as Surgeon General of 
the United States somebody her own 
colleagues admit is unqualified and un
disciplined. But as an African Amer
ican woman up from poverty and out of 
Arkansas, Elders need not worry about 
her job. Cardinal James Hickey of 
Washington found that out in a cor
respondence with Clinton. It began 
when Hickey learned that the Surgeon 
General, interviewed by a gay publica
tion," the Advocate, "endorsed homo
sexual adoptions and called homo
sexual sex normal and heal thy.'' Novak 
left out that she said "Particularly for 
young people." 

"On March 21 the Cardinal wrote to 
the President to take strong exception 
to Elders' criticism of how religious 
leaders view human sexuality. Hickey 
accused the Surgeon General of 'en
couraging life style which puts so
called homosexual unions on a partisan 
with marriage and family and condones 
homosexual behavior among young 
people.' He then asked the President 
'publicly to disavow' Elders' remarks." 
He goes on, "That was not an easy let
ter for Clinton to answer. How to bal
ance gays," homosexuals, "and blacks 
against traditional Catholics? On May 
6, six weeks later," I find that insult
ing as a run-of-the-mill Catholic, "he 
replied that he is committed to build
ing a society that promotes tolerance 
and acceptance of diversity.'' I guess he 
still wants to shove homosexuals who 
are active in to places in the military.'' 

Now this is Clinton's words. "Issues 
such as homosexual marriage 'are left 
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to the individual states and are not 
under the jurisdiction of the Federal 
Government.'" 

"The Cardinal responded May 16," 
within a few days that ''Contrary to 
the Clinton formulation 'Dr. Elders, as 
a Federal official, continues to advo
cate a redefinition of the family.'" 

Clinton is a little faster this time, 18 
days later he responds with Clinton's 
June 3 reply. He "recited all his admin
istration had done for the family start
ing with the Family Leave Act but left 
the Cardinal unsatisfied. Monsignor 
William Lori, speaking for Hickey, told 
this column 'One can only really con
clude from both letters' from Mr. Clin
ton 'that Dr. Elders is truly speaking 
for the administration.'" I have a feel
ing that she is speaking for Hillary 
Rodham Clinton, but I guess it appears 
she is also speaking for her friend from 
Arkansas, Bill Clinton. 

"In the midst of this correspondence, 
Elders before the Senate committee 
May 11 to be asked why the govern
ment plans to spend more against the 
number 9 killer, AIDS, than against 
number 1 cancer and number 2 heart 
disease. Her answer was stunning," and 
I think it is distasteful when talk show 
hosts kind of mock her accent. 

D 2050 
So I will just kind of read this 

straight. She says: 
"We know that AIDS is a ravishing 

disease in our country that is destroy
ing our bright young people. I feel that 
if we do not find a vaccine, if we do not 
find a good drug * * *.'' By the way, 
thank God she is not saying "cure." 
There never will be a cure, not when 
that little, infinitesimal HIV virus is 
locked inside those helper T cells. No 
way are we ever going to get that out. 
That is beyond science for millions of 
years. But she wants that vaccine or to 
find a good drug. How that is going to 
help Africa, which has no pharmacies, I 
do not know. 

She says, "If we don't, we are going 
to lose our entire society.'' 

So, there is threat again of hetero
sexual AIDS transmission whipping 
through the whole of society, and all of 
that has been disproven. 

Elders continues: 
"Most of the people who die with 

heart disease and cancer are our elder
ly population, you know, and we will 
all probably die with something sooner 
or later." 

What? Probably? It is an inevitabil
ity, Mr. Speaker. What is she saying? 
Sometimes her mind just wonders off. 
How did she get through medical 
school? 

Now what . does the Assistant Sec
retary, her boss, Assistant Secretary 
for Health, the respected, Bob Novak 
says, Dr. Philip Lee say? He quotes: 

"A lot of things that Joycelyn says I 
don't agree with, but I still respect her 
right to sa:y them," blah, blah, blah, 

blah. "I don't look at whether this will 
affect older people or younger people." 
I myself. "I look at whether this is an 
area where we can make progress in 
dealing with disease," unquote Dr. 
Philip Lee. 

Novak continues: 
"Elders' high-sounding job is low in 

the chain of command, subordinate to 
both Health and Human Services Sec
retary Donna Shalala and subordinate 
to Dr. Philip Lee. But they had no part 
in selecting the Surgeon General and 
cannot discipline her now. For all of 
her failings J oycelyn Elders is an ap
pealing, compassionate person whom 
administration officials, the President 
included, would prefer to have had con
centrate on antismoking and 
antiteenage pregnancy campaigns. The 
reality is that Dr. Elders is out of con
trol, and nothing will be done about it, 
and this tells us much about the presi
dency.'' 

Mr. Speaker, 50 years ago today our 
colleague, BOB MICHEL of Illinois, the 
Republican leader, was with his 9th Di
vision fighting on the Cotentine Penin
sula, the Cherbourg Peninsula. Up on 
the outskirts of Cherbourg the German 
defenders were digging in. The U.S. loss 
of life was tremendous. The British 
still had not gotten into Caen which we 
drove through, Mr. Speaker, several 
times from Deauville going to and from 
the very moving and thought provok
ing 50th anniversary commem0rations 
along the beach of Utah, Normandy, 
Gold, Juneau, Seward. The British 
took St. Honorina; .I wonder if that 
means St. Honore, the beautiful little 
city on the coast wher~ Henry V land
ed. 

Meanwhile in the Pacific, which I 
talked about last night, I put in some 
material on Saipan in the RECORD last 
night. It is in today's RECORD. The 
United States Marines, Japanese 
troops fought viciously on the slopes of 
Saipan's Mt. Tapotchau, T-a-p-o-t-c-h
a-u. We all know Omaha Beach, and we 
all know about Iwo Jima, but a lot of 
Americans died on Mt. Tapotchau. 

Meanwhile, in the Biat caves, an is
land that most Americans do not know 
about, let alone young people; in the 
Biat caves the fighting went on. We 
had the upper hand, but meanwhile the 
Japanese troops on the mainland of 
New Guinea inflicted serious and heavy 
losses on American forces fighting in 
the Sarmi, S-a-r-m-i, area 50 years ago, 
and that is why, Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to close by asking to put in the 
RECORD a column from last Sunday's 
New York Times, June 19, by Maureen 
Dowd. I never met this reporter. She 
has called me a couple of times for a 
brief quote. 

She has a column, I guess it is every 
week, called Dowd, D-o-w-d, Maureen 
Dowd on Washington. This one she sim
ply calls "Beached," and it brings back 
some memories of our trip, Mr. Speak
er, to Normandy. 

It was cold and rainy as the Normandy in
vasion started, and nothing was going as 
planned. 

As we hit the beaches, Helen Thomas was 
in the lead, charging off the aircraft carrier 
George Washington with toothbrush and 
tape recorder. Sam Donaldson provided air 
cover in a Chinook helicopter hovering over 
the English Channel. " General Hillary," as a 
British paper dubbed her, arrived on the field 
of battle with her hairdresser, Sylvan, one 
word. 

Never mind destiny. President Clinton has 
a rendezvous with Wolf Blitzer. 

The boys of Point du Hoc scaled their cliff 
under German fire in bad weather on June 6, 
1994, but the boys on the bus never made it 
to Pointe du Hoc at all on June 6, 1994. The 
White House press corps missed the Presi
dent's speech because their helicopters 
turned back because of bad weather and the 
backup buses did not leave in time to get to 
the coast from the landing at Le Havre. 

The reporters, stranded at Colleville-sur
Mer, were in a panic. The Clinton lieuten
ants, who pride themselves on their high
tech virtuosity, said calmly that they would 
play a tape of the Pointe du Hoc speech. But 
when they put the tape in and Clinton began 
to speak, no words came out. "The sound," a 
White House official explained helpfully, "is 
coming later by bus." 

The fog of war had given way to the fog of 
White House amateurism. As yuppies re
traced the steps of heroes, one thing was cer
tain: Midway into the first term, the Clinton 
White House has not yet gotten the knack of 
smoothly moving around hundreds of 
grouchy journalists, who pay handsomely to 
be ferried by the Government. 

With comic timing worthy of Evelyn 
Waugh, the White House kept losing people. 
Tom Brokaw said he was 2 hours late for an 
interview with the President because Army 
helicopter pilots delivering him, Sam Don
aldson and Harry Smith and CBS to the air
craft carrier, where Clinton was spending the 
night, got lost and could not find the largest 
ship in the world. After flying aimlessly over 
the English channel for 45 minutes, the pi
lots got low on gas and had to return to the 
airstrip in Deauville, call the ship for coordi
nates and start again. (The Navy was vastly 
amused.) 

Another day, the White House marooned 24 
reporters and staffers in the misty British 
countryside for 12 hours, unable to figure out 
a way to get our group 100 miles from Cam
bridge to Portsmouth, the next stop on the 
President's schedule. 

I drove it the day before along with 
my wife and walked in Eisenhower's 
steps. It is funny that I did not have 
this problem. 

A furious A.P. radio reporter was filing re
ports on a President he could only see on the 
telly in the Churchill pub, where the press 
had been dumped. White House aides paced 
the Tarmac, scanning the skies for a missing 
helicopter, and screamed into cellular 
phones with dying batteries. 

I tried to call my boss in Portsmouth to 
warn him I would miss my deadline, but the 
instructions on the pay phone were in Brit
ish. Sipping the Champagne ordered by the 
Paris March reporter, I fantasized about re
placing the corner dart board with the head 
of one of Clinton's prepubescent press-mind
ers. 

Things were no better in Paris. After the 
state dinner at the Elysee Palace, the pho
tographers were told that there would be a 
photo opportunity by a bridge, where the 
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First Couple would stroll "hand in hand" 
and gaze at the Eiffel Tower at midnight. 
(Take that, Paula Jones.)* * * 

But when the Clintons got out of their lim
ousine near the Pont des Arts, the Bridge of 
Arts, it was not exactly an intimate mo
ment. They were surrounded by about 40 peo
ple-Bill staffers, Hillary staffers, the Secret 
Service and the French police. Security did 
not allow the American photographers off 
the bus, thus stymieing the scheme of the 
White House advance team to bathe the Olin
tons' bruised partnership in a little Paris 
moonlight. After a few confused seconds, the 
Clintons climbed back into the car and mo
tored off for a tour of the Louvre. 

With the exception of the First Lady, a 
tidy traveler, the Presidential operation has 
the smell of a dormitory about it, with ev
eryone crashing for exams. Each White 
House reflects the personality of its leader, 
and this President, immune to punctuality 
and discipline, will always have a Pigpen 
cloud of chaos around him. 

What you see traveling with the Clintons 
is what you already know: He is learning. 
She is searching. He is learning to be Com
mander in Chief. She is searching for a per
sonal style, and for a way to blend old rit
uals with new power. 

At the end of the day in Normandy, Bill 
Clinton walked down to the beach with the 
veterans of Omaha Beach-Joe Dawson, Walt 
Ehlers and Robert Slaughter. The tableau 
was appealing: the young President enjoying 
the company of the aging heroes. But sud
denly the President's aides began tugging 
the veterans away, mid-conversation, so that 
Clinton could walk off at sunset down the 
beach in his dress shoes and have a 
preplanned meditative moment with the 
bluffs on one side and the sea dotted with 
warships on the other. 

0 2100 

Mr. Speaker, what Maureen Dowd 
could not know is that major ship in 
the background, the U.S.S. San Jacinto, 
an Aegis cruiser, was named after 
George Bush's carrier, the U.S.S. San 
Jacinto, which 50 years ago tonight was 
launching George Bush, in the morn
ing, Pacific time, against the Mariana 
Islands. We have the 50th anniversary 
of Bush's second loss of his airplane, 
and he lost all of his crew, his other 
two crew members, coming up, the 50th 
anniversary, on September 2, a few 
months from now. 

Maureen closes: 
"Originally, the White House told 

photographers they were considering a 
'Where have all the flowers gone?' mo
ment, where Clinton and children 
would throw flowers into the sea." I 
may barf, Mr. Speaker. 

"But they settled on a moment of 
solitude. The President knew he was 
supposed to look reflective," as he had 
done at the Nettuno Cemetery, the Sic
ily-Italy cemetery south of Anzio. 

"He knew he was supposed to look re
flective for the three cameras and 
dozen photographers who joined him," 
this soulful moment. 

"But after looking soulfully out at 
the ocean for a moment, he seemed at 
a loss for what to do next, according to 
a photographer on the scene, who was 
scared that Clinton was about to 

mouth the words, 'What do I do now?' 
Then spying the stones at his feet left 
by his advance staff to show him where 
his camera marks were, the President 
crouched down and began to arrange 
the stones into a cross. He gathered 
more stones to finish the cross, and 
then bent his head as though in silent 
prayer." 

''The White House aides were ec
static." These are the prepubescent 
young aides bumping into one another. 
"Wasn't it great?" they asked report
ers. 

Mr. Speaker, I will bet one of them 
said, "Awesome, dude." 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA (at the request of 
Mr. GEPHARDT), for today and tomor
row, June 24, on account of official 
business. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan (at the re
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT), for today after 
3:45p.m., and tomorrow, June 24, on ac
count of illness. 

Mr. QUINN (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), after 2:30 today, on account of 
his addressing the West Seneca High 
School Graduation Ceremony in his 
congressional district. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut (at there
quest of Mr. MICHEL), for today after 
6:00p.m., and for June 24, on account of 
attending a funeral. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
therefore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DUNCAN) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes today. 
Mr. FISH, for 5 minutes today. 
(The following Member (at the re

quest of Mr. HINCHEY) to revise and ex
tend his remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. GEPHARDT, for 5 minutes today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. MILLER of California and to in
clude extraneous material notwith
standing the fact that it exceeds two 
pages of the RECORD and is estimated 
by the Public Printer to cost $2,222. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DUNCAN) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. WALSH. 
Ms. SNOWE. 
Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. BALLENGER. 

Mr. TALENT. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. 
Mr. STUMP. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
Mr. SUNDQUIST. 
Mr. SOLOMON in six instances. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HINCHEY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. LANTOS. 
Mr. STOKES. 
Mr. KLEIN in two instances. 
Mr. LAF ALOE. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Texas in two in-

stances. 
Mr. MANN in four instances. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 
Mr. MURTHA. 
Mr. JACOBS. 
Mr. MINETA. 
Mr. PASTOR. 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. 
Ms. HARMAN. 
Mr. OLIVER. 
Mr. CHAPMAN. 
Mrs. MALONEY in two instances. 
Mr. MATSUI. 
Mr. SERRANO. 
Mr. STUDDS. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. DoOLITTLE) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. 
Mr. TANNER. 
Mr. POMEROY. 
Mr. DINGELL. 
Mr. WAXMAN. 

SENATE BILLS AND A JOINT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

Bills and a joint resolution of the 
Senate of the following titles were 
taken from the Speaker's table and, 
under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 1357. An act to reaffirm and clarify the 
Federal relationships of the Little Traverse 
Bay Bands of Odawa Indians and the Little 
River Band of Ottawa Indians as distinct fed
erally recognized Indian tribes, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re
sources. 

S. 2099. An act to establish the Northern 
Great Plains Rural Development Commis
sion, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Agriculture. 

S.J. Res. 202. Joint resolution commemo
rating June 22, 1994, as the 50th anniversary 
of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 
1994; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 24. An act to reauthorize the independ
ent counsel law for an additional 5 years, and 
for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 
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The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 9 o'clock and 1 minute p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until tomorrow, Friday, June 
24, 1994, at 9 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3417. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting his re
quest to make available appropriations to
taling $45,550,000 in budget authority for the 
Departments · of Commerce, Health and 
Human Services, Housing and Urban Devel
opment, and the Interior, and to designate 
these amounts as emergency requirements 
pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 1107 (H. Doc. No. 103-276); to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

3418. A letter from the Acting Director, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting notification of the Department of the 
Navy's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac
ceptance [LOA] to Egypt for defense articles 
and services (Transmittal No. 94-32), pursu
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. H.R. 
4600. A bill to amend the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
to provide for the expedited consideration of 
certain proposed rescissions of budget au
thority (Rept. 103-557, Pt. 1). Ordered to be 
printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. MINGE: 
H.R. 4634. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide that a taxpayer 
may elect to include in income crop insur
ance proceeds and disaster payments in the 
year of the disaster or in the following year, 
to provide for a technical correction regard
ing indexation of the threshold applicable to 
the luxury automobile excise tax, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: 
H.R. 4635. A bill to extend the Export Ad

ministration Act of 1979; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. STUDDS (for himself, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. WAX
MAN, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. BACCHUS of 
Florida, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. BEILEN
SON, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BLACKWELL, 

Mr. BONIOR, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. CLAYTON, 
Miss COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. CON
YERS, Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DER
RICK, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
ENGEL, Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona, Ms. 
ESHOO, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FARR of Cali
fornia, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
FLAKE, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FORD of 
Michigan, Ms. FURSE, Mr. GEJDEN
SON, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
Mr. HAMBURG, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. 
HASTINGS, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
HUFFINGTON, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. 
LOWEY, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Ms. MARGOLIES-
MEZVINSKY, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MAR
TINEZ, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. 
MEEK of Florida, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
MINETA, Mrs. MINK, Mr. MORAN, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. NADLER, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. OLVER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. PASTOR, Mr. PAYNE of New Jer
sey, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
REED, Mr. REYNOLDS, Ms. ROYBAL-AL
LARD, Mr. RUSH, Mr. SABO, Mr. SAND
ERS, Ms. SCHENK, Mrs. SCHROEDER, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. SKAGGS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Mr. STARK, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ, Mr. VENTO, Mr. WASHING
TON, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WATT, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. WYNN, and 
Mr. YATES): 

H.R. 4636. A bill to prohibit employment 
discrimination on the basis of sexual ori
entation; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. BONILLA: 
H.R. 4637. A bill to assure compliance with 

the guarantees of the 5th, 14th, and 15th 
amendments to the Constitution by prohibit
ing the intentional creation of legislative 
districts which favor or discriminate against 
individuals based on the race, color, national 
origin, or language of voters within such dis
tricts; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
H.R. 4638. A bill to consolidate the admin

istration of defense economic conversion ac
tivities in the Executive Office of the Presi
dent; to the Committee on Government Op
erations. 

H.R. 4639. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax incentives 
relating to the closure, realignment, or 
downsizing of military installations; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ANDREWS of Maine (for him
self and Mr. STUDDS): 

H.R. 4640. A bill to establish a Gulf of 
Maine Council to promote the economic de
velopment and ensure the environmental 
quality of the Gulf of Maine, and for other 
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries, Foreign Affairs, 
and Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. SUNDQUIST: 
H.R. 4641. A bill to restore the previous tar

iff treatment accorded to hand-cast string
drawn fishing nets; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FOGLIETTA: 
H.R. 4642. A bill to provide for the restora

tion of Washington Square in Philadelphia 

and for its inclusion within Independence 
National Historical Park, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. RICHARDSON (for himself, Mr. 
FIELDS of Texas, Mr. BRYANT, and 
Mr. GRAMS): 

H.R. 4643. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to provide and clarify the au
thority for certain municipal solid waste 
flow control arrangements; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
H.R. 4644. A bill to amend the Defense Eco

nomic Adjustment, Diversification, Conver
sion, and Stabilization Act of 1990 to give 
priority in the provision of community eco
nomic adjustment assistance to those com
munities most seriously affected by reduc
tions in defense spending, the completion, 
cancellation, or termination of defense con
tracts, or the closure or realignment of mili
tary installations; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs, 
Public Works and Transportation, Education 
and Labor, Armed Services, and Small Busi
ness. 

By Mr. HILLIARD: 
H. Con. Res. 258. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the U.S. Congress that 
the Citizen's Stamp Advisory Committee of 
the U.S. Postal Service would recommend to 
the Postmaster General that a postage 
stamp be issued honoring America's first Af
rican-American professional nurse, Mary 
Eliza Mahoney; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HILLIARD (for himself, Mr. 
BACHUS of Alabama, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
BROWDER, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
CRAMER, and Mr. EVERETT): 

H. Con. Res. 259. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the U.S. Congress that 
the Citizen's Stamp Advisory Committee .of 
the U.S. Postal Service should recommend to 
the Postmaster General that a postage 
stamp be issued honoring coach Paul "Bear" 
Bryant; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. ZIMMER (for himself, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. HORN, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
SANDERS, Ms. FURSE, Mr. SAM JOHN
SON of Texas and Mr. CONYERS): 

H. Res. 463. Resolution requiring that 
LEGIS and TLS information be made avail
able to the public on the Internet; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. MOORHEAD, and Mr. 
BLILEY): 

H. Res. 464. Resolution designating July 12, 
1994, as "Public Health Awareness Day"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 84: Mr. BROWDER. 
H.R. 417: Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. JACOBS. 
H.R. 647: Mr. NADLER. 
H.R. 672: Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 
H.R. 795: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. 

COOPER, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. AP
PLEGATE, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr. SANTORUM. 

H.R. 1080: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 1737: Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY. 
H.R. 1801: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 1955: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 2019: Mr. YATES. 
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H.R. 2418: Mr. SAWYER and Mr. BISHOP. 
H.R. 2586: Mr. SKEEN. 
H.R. 3039: Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr. 

SOLOMON, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut, and Mr. PAXON. 

H.R. 3407: Mr. UPI'ON and Mrs. MEEK. 
H.R. 3486: Mr. TORKILDSEN, Mr. KOLBE, and 

Mr. EMERSON. 
H.R. 3492: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 

LIVINGSTON, Mr. WILSON, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
BAESLER, Mr. KASICH, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. STUMP, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mr. HouGHTON, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mrs. 
LOWEY, Mr. CANADY, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. EMER
SON, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. 
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. QUINN, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. HEFNER, Mr. DORNAN, Mr. HALL of Texas, 
Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. RICHARD
SON, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. HUTCHIN
SON, Mr. KLEIN, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
BEREUTER, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. !NHOFE, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. HANSEN, . Mr. PETERSON of 
Florida, Mr. YoUNG of Alaska, and Mr. JEF
FERSON. 

H.R. 3546: Mr. COLEMAN. 

H.R. 3634: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 3694: Mr. KYL, Mr. DIXON, Mr. HAYES, 

Mr. STENHOLM, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. OBERSTAR, 
Mrs. UNSOELD, Ms. SCHENK, Mrs. THURMAN, 
and Ms. FURSE. / 

H.R. 3731: Mr. FROST, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. JEF
.FERSON, Mr. WALSH, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, 
Mr. MINETA, and Mr. SANDERS. 

H.R. 3875: Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. LEWIS of Ken
tucky, and Mr. LUCAS. 

H.R. 3978: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 4028: Mr. FINGERHUT and Mr. Row

LAND. 
H.R. 4056: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. KYL, Mr. DUN

CAN, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. WELDON, 
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. MCCURDY, and Ms. 
FURSE. 

H.R. 4251: Mr. FISH and Mr. ROSE. 
H.R. 4257: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 4271: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 4353: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 4354: Mr. HUGHES and Mr. PARKER. 
H.R. 4371: Ms. SNOWE and Mr. KASICH. 
H.R. 4386: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 

DIAZ-BALART, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, and 
Mr. LEVY. 

H.R. 4400: Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 4402: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. LIPIN

SKI, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Ms. PELOSI, 
and Ms. SHEPHERD. 

H.R. 4413: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 4478: Mr. VENTO, Mr. TORRES, and Mr. 

KOLBE. 
H.R. 4479: Mr. VENTO, Mr. TORRES, and Mr. 

KOLBE. 
H.R. 4514: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts and 

Mr. BLACKWELL. 
H.R. 4517: Mr. FARRand Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 4519: Mr. LEVY. 
H.R. 4527: Mr. MONTGOMERY. 
H.R. 4589: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 4623: Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
H.J. Res. 44: Mr. BALLENGER. 
H.J. Res. 311: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, 

Mr. COOPER, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. MCCAND
LESS, Mr. SHAW, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 

H.J. Res. 343: Ms. FURSE and Mr. HUTCHIN
SON. 

H.J. Res. 378: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
YOUNG of Florida, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. MYERS 
of Indiana, Mr. DINGELL, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H. Con. Res. 5: Mr. TORRICELLI. 
H. Con. Res. 15: Mr. ORTON. 
H. Con. Res. 150: Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 
H. Con. Res. 255: Mr. YATES, Mr. MCHALE, 

and Mr. RICHARDSON. 
H. Res. 446: Mr. ALLARD and Ms. MOLINARI. 
H. Res. 460: Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
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